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THE LATIN VERSIONS OF FIRST ESDRAS' 

By Habby Clinton Yoek, Ph.D. 
Jajfna College, Ceylon 

Of Latin versions of First Esdras — or Third Ezra, as it was called 
by the Roman Catholic church — at least three are known: (1) the 
Vulgate; (2) the Old Latin, preserved in two manuscripts, the 
Colbertinus^ and the Sangermanensis;^ and (3) the rendering of 
the Mansi^ manuscript, which preserves in a fragmentary way the 
Story of the Three Youths, together with brief excerpts or abridg- 
ments from parts of chaps. 5 to 8. 

Of the above, only the Colbertinus and the Vulgate are preserved 
entire. The Sangermanensis extends through 5 :3 only; and besides 
has suffered through scribal revision, as we shall see later. The 
Mansi, aside from being brief and fragmentary, is further a late 
translation, so that its importance is quite considerably lessened. 
Because of these conditions our attention is necessarily directed 
primarily to the Colbertinus and the Vulgate. We will, however, 
first examine the supplemental sources of information. 

I. THE MANSI VERSION 

The Mansi manuscript comes from a translation made presumably 
in the latter half of the fifth century, though possibly in the sixth. 
As noted above, it was edited and published by P. de Lagarde in 
1892. This document is especially interesting. It consists for the 
most part of brief excerpts from the Old and New Testaments, a 
summarized history which proves to be little more than a genealogical 

• Part of an Investigation which was completed in May, 1908, at Yale University. 

2 The Colbertinus is an Old Latin codex of about the eighth or ninth century, the 
text of which is published in Peter Sabatier's Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae Versionea 
Antiquae (1751). 

' The Sangermanensis is an Old Latin codex of the same type as the Colbertinus, 
but dating about a century later. Its variant readings are noted by S^batier in the 
above-mentioned publication (,B.S.L.V.A.). 

' The Mansi manuscript was published by Paul de Lagarde in his ' ' Septuagiuta 
Studlen" in Abhandlungen der Oetelhchaft der Wiaaenachaften zu Gottingen (1892). 
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record from Adam to Jesus. In such a summary it is to be expected 
that the author will treat his authorities with considerable freedom, 
yet we are not a little surprised to find that he has devoted so much 
space to the Ezra narrative. From this source he quotes at length, 
and — most remarkable of all — has incorporated the Story of the 
Three Youths practically entire. He also includes about half 
the letter of Artaxerxes to Ezra — III Ezra 8:9-30 (omitting vss. 
15-25) =11. 471-86 of Lagarde in A.K.G.W. zu (?.— and the prayer 
of thanksgiving uttered by the "young man" {iuvenis, i.e., Zoro- 
babel) of III Ezra 4:58-636 (11. 459-65). 

But the historical sections proper are thoroughly epitomized and 
quite subordinated. It is a matter of some wonder to conjecture 
just what documents the author had before him. He himself in 
his introduction includes the Old and New Testaments — "genealogiae 
totius bibliotecae ex omnibus libris coUectae veteris novique testa- 
ment!" — extending to the time of "the blessed Cyprian." But 
he also mentions " ad nostram aetatem quid fuerit gestum apertissime 
monstratur, ex storiis collectum legalium mandatorum." All this 
is borne out in the subsequent pages of the document. He does not 
confine himself to Hebrew or Jewish history, but quotes with almost 
equal interest from the doings of Babylonian and Persian monarchs, 
or from the legends of Roman literature, from the mythical founding 
of Rome by Romulus and Remus down to the death of Valentinian 
III (11. 339-70). He even quotes Vergil, "Karthago, urbs antiqua 
fuit, Tyrii tenuere coloni" (Aeneid i. 12-13), and uses the Roman 
method of reckoning time — "undecimu Kal. Maias" (1. 341) and 
" nono Kal. April " (1. 487) . Moreover, he is a thorough master of 
the Latin language, as shown by both style and diction. For he 
has avoided most of the barbarisms exhibited by other translators; 
so that we have a much smoother text, and one that sounds less like 
"translation Latin" than either the Vulgate or the Old Latin. 
The style is simple and direct; unusuat expressions are avoided; 
foreign idioms expunged; perfects sometimes translated by vivid 
presents; and a smooth, polished Latin secured. 

The following table shows the portions of Ezra covered by the 
Mansi manuscript. The notation used is that of Lagarde in his 
" Septuaginta Studien" mentioned above. 
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I Esdras Mansi Canon. Ezra 

322 3: 2; 5:2 (cf. Matt. 1: 12; Luke 3: 27-) 

326-29 1:7,8 

329-33 1:9-11 

357 1:1+11 Chron. 36:21; Jer. 25:11; 29:10 

1:42 371 

3:1—4:48., 375^59 

4:58-636 459-65 

5:1,4, 7,41a 465 

5:416-43 466-69 2:64-67 

8:1-7 470 

8:9-14 471-79 7:11a; 12-16a 

8: 26-30a 480-86 7:25-28 

7:12 487 6:22 

6:2 488 5:2 

7:5 489 6:15 

From the above table it appears that of the 130 lines of the Mansi 
version paralleled by Ezra, 75 lines are used in recording the Story 
of the Three Youths (exclusive of historical setting of same at 
beginning and conclusion), and 10 more by the letter of Artaxerxes 
to Ezra; leaving only about 40 lines devoted to history proper, or 
less than one-third; so that this version occupies a decidedly second- 
ary position as regards positive contributions to the main Ezra 
problem, except in so far as it throws light on the textual condition 
of the other versions. 

As to the date of this translation, on internal evidence we know that 
it is at least later than the death of Valentinian III, which occurred 
in 454 A.D. The author of the Mansi version refers to the death of 
the above emperor as taking place 508 years after Julius Caesar; 
for in 11. 361, 362 is the statement "A Gaio vero lulio Cesare usque 
ad Valentiniani extremum vitae naufragium anni sunt quingenti 
octo." The author's chronology may be a trifle inaccurate here, 
but there can be no doiibt as to the particular event to which he is 
referring. 

The chief importance of the Mansi manuscript is in the support 
it gives at several points to readings of the Old Latin and the Vulgate 
otherwise unattested. In a number of instances what would other- 
wise be regarded as corruptions, or cateless and inferior translations 
on the part of the authors of our two main versions, appear in the 
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light of the evidence given by Mansi to be accurate renderings of a 
form of the Greek tradition no longer preserved in any Greek codex. 
For the most part these unusual readings are of no great importance 
in themselves; yet as another line of evidence toward fixing the con- 
tention that there were in existence as late as the time when the 
Mansi translation was made Greek readings which have not come 
down to us in any Greek codex known today, the testimony of the 
Mansi manuscript is valuable. These several unusual readings will 
be treated at length later in our discussion under the head of the Old 
Latin and the Vulgate. 

As I have said, what we have in the Mansi text is merely an 
excerpt. It is also to be noticed that this version frequently abridges 
by the omission of redundant words or phrases within the sentence. 
For example, in 3:2 Mans, omits the first half of the verse, Kat 
Traaiv rot? o-aT/Jairat? Kal <TTpaTt]yol<! Koi roTrapp^at? rot? utt' ainov, 
evidently simply because it could do so without loss of sense, regard- 
ing jthe preceding ira<Tiv rot? /xeyia-Tcicnv as sufficiently comprehen- 
sive. In 3 :4 Mans, translates but one of the expressions in the phrase 
ol o-<»/iaTO(^uXaKe?, ol ^vK.daaovTe<; to cray/jLa, for the perfectly appar- 
ent reason that it is a double translation. (In this instance, it is true, 
cod. 44 does also omit one member; but such omission is character- 
istic of cods. 44 and 71, and other parallels prove that Mans, is far 
from following either of these.) Very similar to the first illustration 
is one found in 3 : 14, where iravra'; tou? /JkeyiffTciva'; tij? Ile/jo-tSo? 
Kal Trji; Mt/Sui? koI aaTpdiras Kal a-TpaTijyov! Kal T0'7rdpj(a<i Kal 
uTrarou?, Kal eKaOiaev iv rw ^(prjfiaTKTTrjpi^ is rendered in Mans, by 
the all-embracing "praepositos et maiores; sederunt autem et omnes 
principes." Cf. also 8:26(27). 

Other examples where Mans, has thought to correct redundant 
or double translations are 4:3, omission of Kal heairoi^ei avrmv in the 
phrase Kal Kvpievei aiir&v Kal 8e<nr6^ei avT&v; 4:6, omission of kuI 
eVcjOO? Tov erepov avayKa^ovrei ava^epovai tow <f>6poii<; rm fiacriXel 
as a repetition of the preceding Kal ocroi ov arpaTevovTai ovSe iroXe- 
fiovcnv aXXa yempyovcriv ttjv yrjv, irdXiv orav aireipaxri, depicravrei 
ava^epovcnv t5) ^acrikel ; 4 : 14, omission of ^ ti? 6 Kvpievtop avrmv 
as doublet of the preceding ti? oZv 6 Beiro^wv avT&v; 4:38, omission 
of lax^ei as an expansion of /levei ek tov al&va; 8:10(11), omission 
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of alpeTi^ovre; as a variant of ^ovXonevov; Just preceding. Com- 
pare also 4:5 (end), t^ ^aaikel Ko/il^ovcriv irdvra, Kal iav irpo- 
vo/ieva-maiv koi ra aWa irdvra, rendered by Mans. " regi adferunt 
quaecumque ceperint " ; 4 :23, the omission of XrjiTreveiv Kal KXeirretv 
because already implied in the context; 4:45, zeal a-ii rfv^m oIkoBo- 
fiijcrai Tov vaov ov eveirvpiaav ol 'ISovfialoi, ore riprffimOrj i) '\ovZaia 
vTTo Twv 'K.aXSaicov, abridged by Mans, to "et tu vovisti votum aedifi- 
care templum, quod incenderunt Chaldei, cum desolata esset ludea." 

Occasionally, however, the process seems to have been reversed, 
and a slight addition actually to have been made in the interest of 
clearness or forcefulness. Such is the rendering " quam cito praevalet 
vinum" for ttw? inrepka-xyei 6 6lvo<i in 3:18; "hie est Zorobabel filius 
Salathiel de domo David, ex genere Fares de tribu luda" for oSto? 
e'o-Tt Zo/30/8aySe\] — Gk L (and Colb.) adds 6 rov "ZaXadirjX e'/c <^v\^? 
'lovSa — in 4 : 13 (cf . 5:5); " et in fiuviis transire " for Kal iroTaiMow 
in 4:23; and "et si adrisisset ei, ridebat rex" for Kal iav irpoa- 
yeXda-ri avrm, yeXa in 4:31. Cf. also the addition of "Bene valeas" 
in 8:24(27). 

As to the type of Greek which Mans, follows there are very slight 
data to guide us, partly for the reason that in the particular section 
which Mans, covers, A, B, and U are unusually close in their agree- 
ment with each other, and partly for the reason that the character 
of Mans, itself renders any argument from plus or minus quantities 
of little value. A mere suggestion that Mans, lies closest to Gk A 
is found in 8:25 (28) where A prefixes a clause Kal elirev "EaSpa^ 6 
ypaiMinarew not found in either B^ or L, but variously rendered by 
Colb., Vulgate, and Mans. This inference is borne out by the reading 
in 4:3 "faciunt," equivalent to iroiovaiv of several A codices (al. 
TToirjaovaiv) instead of ivaKovovaiv of Gk B. In 4:45 also Mans, 
follows the reading of Gk A — tov vaov hv eveirvpiaav ol 'ISovfiaioi, 
ore iprj/JMidrj r) ^lovhala vtto t&v 'KaXSaicov — in its "templum quod 

' Here, and in the following pages, Gk AB is used to denote the Egyptian recension 
and Gk L the Palestinian recension. In First Esdras Gk L is represented by codices 
19, 93, and 108. Godex 19 is fragmentary, covering only a part of this book. In certain 
sections cod. 121 also appears to have been copied from an L text. Of the Egyptian recen- 
sion Gk B is used for the readings of the B group, in First Esdras, however, embracing 
only codices B and 55. All other codices are grouped under the head of 6k A, which 
Is thus regarded as a family. So, unless so specified, Gk A or Gk B does not mean simply 
the vmclals A or B, but the two branches of the Egyptian recension which are represented 
by these uncials. 
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incenderunt Chaldei, cum desolata esset ludea," rather than that 
of Gk B — Tov vaov ov eveirvpiaav ol 'louSaiot, tkK. 

But while it is probable that Mans, is closer to Gk A than to 
Gk B or L, there are many passages in which it departs from all three. 
Whether Mans, descends from a branch of the A family which has 
not come. down to us, or whether it represents simply an earlier and 
less corrupt form of the A tradition, may be futile to attempt to 
determine from the data available ; but something of the sort seems 
probable. The evidence which points to this conclusion will be 
treated in detail in a later portion of this article. 

II. THE version of THE SANGERMANENSIS MANUSCRIPT 

The Sangermanensis MS dates in its present form from about 
900 A.D., or approximately a century later than the Colbertinus. 
That it is, however, but a variant of the same Old Latin translation 
has been recognized, and is borne out by careful comparison. For 
the most part it agrees verbatim with the Colbertinus, and — as I 
shall endeavor to point out later — the instances where it appears 
to have the support of the Vulgate against the readings of the Col- 
bertinus are in nearly every case the result of recension which the 
old version suffered, in which use was made of the Vulgate and prob- 
ably also of the Greek. 

The Sangermanensis is nevertheless of considerable critical value 
especially where in spite of the process of recension through which 
it has passed it still supports the reading of the Colbertinus, or where 
it indicates the probable source of error or corruption in the Old 
Latin; and we should be much poorer than we are in the material 
for textual criticism had we not this manuscript to aid us in forming 
an estimate of the character and condition of the Colbertinus, aside 
from the few points at which it helps in the determination of certain 
original readings of the Old Latin. 

In the next few pages I shall endeavor to show proofs of this 
recension to which the text of the Sangermanensis manuscript has, 
I believe, been subjected. 

L The Sangermanensis Text Influenced by the Vulgate 
Unfortunately for its value as a critical guide, the Sangermanensis 
text has suffered through editorial revision. One document which 
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has been used for this purpose has certainly been the Vulgate. 
It has not only been corrected from this source, but is also frequently 
conflate from it. In the main, however, it follows the text of the 
Colbertinus MS quite closely, and so attests its Old Latin origin. 
Furthermore, inasmuch as instances in which it has been compared 
with the Vulgate are usually readily recognizable and are relatively 
few in number, the Sangermanensis still acts as an important check 
and guide in our use of the Colbertinus and in the estimate to be 
put upon the Old Latin version. 

Following is a list of the passages where the evidence appears 
surest that the Sangermanensis has been influenced by the Vulgate; 

1 : 3 Colb. sanctificate vos Domino. Et posuerunt arcam sanctam 
Vulg. ut sanctificarent se Domino in positione sanctae arcae 
Sang, ut sanctificarent se Domino in positionem sanctam arcam 

Since the reading of Colb. is in part attested by a variant conflate 
reading of codex 108, and is further partially attested by codices 44, 
74, 106, 120, 121, 134, 236— which have the imperative dyida-are, 
corresponding to Colb. "sanctificate" as against wyidaai of the 
other codices — it is simplest to regard the variations in Sang, as 
due to the influence of the Vulgate. 

1 : 5 Colb. secundum divisiones principatus cognationum vestrorum 
Vulg. et secundum particulam principatus paternam vestram 
Sang, et secundum particulam principatus paternarum vestrorum 

Levitarum .... qui ( ) fuerint 
eorum qui stant 

quorum Levitarum qui stant 

Here the readings of both Colb. and Vulg. are independently 
well attested by the Greek. The correction and conflation from the 
Vulgate are too apparent to require comment. 

1:8 Colb. &Levitis 

Vulg. & sacerdotibus in Pascha 
Sang. & sacerdotibus in Pascha & Levitis 

The above is especially significant, for the Colb. and Vulg. fol- 
lowed distinct Greek texts. The "in Pascha" of the Vulgate does 
not occur in the Greek at this point, but has resulted from the acci- 
dental omission by the Vulg. of an entire line. The reviser of Sang., 



260 The American Journal of Semitic Languages 

however, did not recognize this fact, but inserted "in Pascha" 
along with the rest that he took from the Vulg., and then repeated 
the phrase later in its proper order. 

1 : 38 Colb. Zachariam autem .... comprehendens adduxit 

Vulg. & Zaracelem .... apprehendens reduxit 

Sang, porro Zachariam .... apprehendens reduxit 

By his attempt to correct in this instance the redactor has multi- 
plied error; for he omits "autem" — which is thoroughly attested 
by Se of all codices — but retains " Zachariam," though this is plainly 
a corruption of ZapaKi/i or Zapa^vv of the Greek. 

1 : 49 Colb. principes autem populi, & sacerdotes multa scelera 
Vulg. et duces populi Domini multa inique 

Sang, et duces autem populi & sacerdotum multa inique 

commiserunt 

gesserunt 

gesserunt 

1 : 57 Colb. et erat servi ejus & filiorum ejus' donee . . . . ut 
Vulg. et erat servi illius * usque dum .... in 

Sang, et erat servi illius & filii illius usque dum .... per 
impleretwr' verbum Domini 
repletione verbi Domini 
impletionem verbi Domini 

1 : 54 Colb. omnia vasa Domini sancta, majora & minora, & arcam Dei 
Vulg. omnia sacra vasa Domini, 
Sang, omnia sacra vasa Domini, pusilla & majora 

2:1 Colb. regnante autem Cyro Persarum anno primo, ut 
Vulg. regnante Cyro rex Persarum in 

Sang, regnante Cyro Persarum anno primo in 

adimpleretur 
consummatione 
consummatione 

2:3 Colb. e<* Dominus ejus ciun eo ascendat in Hierusalem 

Vulg. Dominus ipsius ascendat 6um eo in Jerusalem 

Sang, sit Dominus Deus ipsius cum eo & ascendat in Jerusalem 

' The Vulgate probably originally read "& fllii illius," like Sang.; but if so these 
words have now been lost. 

' "Impleretur" has been carelessly written "impleret" by Colb. 

'"et" is very likely a corruption of "sit." The context rather points in this direc- 
tion, as well as the parallel in Sang. 
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There is evidence on independent grounds that Sang, has also 
been compared with the Greek at certain points; and this may 
explain some of the variations in the last few examples — variations 
difficult of explanation solely on the ground of contamination from 
the Vulgate. 

3:2 Colb. omnibus regibus & ducibus & praepositis 

Vulg. omnibus purpuratis & praetoribus 
Sang, omnibus regalibus satrapis & ducibus & praepositis 
locorum & praefectis omnibus 

consulibus & praefectis 
locorum, consulibus & praefectis omnibus 

The above example shows not only unmistakable evidence of 
conflation from the Vulgate, but also, apparently, comparison with 
some Greek text; for "satrapis" seems to have been suggested by 
the Greek word a-arpdirai^. 

4:9 Colb. si autem dixerit, concidite, concidunt; et si dixerit 
Vulg. dixerit, excidite, excidunt; dixerit. 

Sang, si autem dixerit, excidite, excidunt; et dixerit, 

novellate, novellant. 
plantate, plantant. 
plantate, plantant. 

4:63 Colb. et cymbalis percutiebant cum musicis 

Vulg. et exsultaverunt cum musicis 

Sang, et exsultaverunt cum cymbalis et cum musicis percutiebant 

Other passages which show similar phenomena are 1 : 14(15) , 
1:16, 1:18, and 4:7-8. 

2. The Sangermanensis Text Possibly Compared with the Greek 
As intimated in the preceding, the Sangermanensis has perhaps 
been compared at some points with the Greek. Instances were 
noted where certain variations and coincidences might well be so 
explained. 

In the following a few more cases are adduced that appear to point 
in the same direction. It is not urged that the evidence is by any 
means conclusive; but the possibility seems worthy of note. These 
are passages in which the differences of Sangermanensis from both 
Colbertinus and Vulgate find their explanation in a glance at the 
Greek original. We should bear in mind at the same time that the 
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Sangermanensis for the most part agrees with the Colbertinus ver- 
batim. The variations are therefore the more significant. 

1:8 Colb. principes tempH Dei sacerdotibus dederunt 

cod. 108 ap)(ovTti oiKOv Tov ©£0v Tois Upcvat, KoX e8(oKav 

Gk AB, etc. oi iirurTdToi rmi Upcwnv £ts 

Vulg. * * sacerdotibus 

Sang. praepositi domus (de ipsis) sacerdotibus 

ad Pascha ovium duo millia DCC, vitulos DC. 
7ro(7^o wpo/Sara 8ur)(CXia i^oKotTM [koX] /iocr^ovs rpuxKoaiovs 
in Pascha oves numero duo millia ac vituli centum 
in Pascha oves duo millia sexcentos, vitulos trecentos. 

In the first part of the above, cod. 108 has preserved the reading 
of Colb., but not in the second half. The readings oikov of cod. 
108 and lepov of A, B, etc., for which Colb. has "templi" and Sang. 
" domus," appear to have been transposed. But the true explanation 
is probably that the oikov reading has been lost from the present 
A, B, group, but has been retained by cod. 108, and is suggested by 
Sang, in its "domus." 

The section denoted by the asterisks is lacking in the Vulg. It 
appears to be a case of accidental omission through similarity of 
expressions. If so it is reasonably certain that "praepositi domus," 
with the omission of "dederunt" by Sang., resulted directly from a 
comparison with Gk A, B, etc. This conjecture is further sup- 
ported by the fact that the numerals also do not agree either with 
Colb. or Vulg. but do conform exactly with the Greek. 

The origin of "de ipsis" of Sang, is not so easy to explain; but 
may possibly be a corrupt expansion of " Dei " of Colb. 

1:96 Colb. praefecti initia dederunt Levitis ad Pascha .... 

Gk AB, etc. )(tXiap)(ot eStOKav ToTs AevtVais eis iraxrxa .... 
Vulg. * * in Phase .... 

Sang. tribuni dederunt Levitis in Pascha .... 

vitulos quingentos. 

ix6(rxpvi £aTOK0<rM>vs 

vitulos quingentos. 

vitulos septingentos. 

This case is very similar to the preceding. Part of a line is omitted, 
by Vulg. (**), and yet appears in Sang. Unless we assume that 



Latin Versions of Fikst Esdeas 263 

Vulg. originally had this line, and that Sang, was corrected from 
Vulg. at an early date, we are rather shut up to the conclusion that 
an uncertain portion in the Sang. MS was restored by a reference 
to the Greek. The differences in the numerals again afford a slight 
support to this latter view. 

1 : 11, 12 Colb. et immolaverunt vitulos. 

cod. 108 KoX Wvaav Tovs j«.d<r](Ovs, koX ov. t. 

Gk AB, etc. koi omru>^ TO rrpiOLvov • Kal <iyirTn]<Tav to irdxrya 
Vulg. et assaverunt Phase. 

Sang. et sic ad diluculum et assaverunt Phase. 

This passage occurs at the end of a section where cod. 108 is 
extremely conflate, and this fact probably explains the inverted order, 
as well as the absence of an exact equivalent for wat ovtw? to irpaivov 
in both Colb. and Vulg. Apparently it was not in the Gk original 
from which either of these versions was made, but appears in the 
AB groups, and from these possibly came the conflation in the L 
recension. Ultimately the variation resulted from reading "ipS as 

Now in the above cod. 108 attests the reading of Colb. beyond the 
possibility of a doubt, and it is reasonable to suppose that Sang. 
originally read like the Colb.; but perhaps observing that this 
did not at all agree with the Vulg. reading, the redactor may have 
referred to the Greek as the final deciding factor. 

2:6 Colb. adjuvent eum et dent animum Domino in loco ejus. 

Vulg. adjuvent eos qui sunt in loco ipso. 

Sang. adjuvent eum qui sunt in loco ipsius 

Gk AB, etc. ^orfivjuxxav avT<p oi iv t<3 Tcnrm avrov 

At first glance it might appear that Vulg. and Sang, are in simple 
agreement, and that the slight differences are quite accidental. 
But a more careful study of the Greek does not bear out this inference. 
For "et dent animum Domino" of Colb. is attested by koI irpo- 
dviieiffOwa-av r& Kvpiat of cod. 108, and Vulg. has descended from a 
Gk that omitted this phrase. Again we may suppose that the editor 
of Sang, noticed the variation of the Old Latin, and once more referred 
to the Gk to decide the case. There he discovered — supposedly — 
that there was no authority for the tradition of the Colb. and also 
that "qui" referred to the subject of "adjuvent" instead of its 
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object. That the Vulgate did, however, enter into the problem is 
indicated by the word "ipsius" of Sang., which is half-way between 
"ejus" of Colb. and "ipso" of Vulg. The plural, of course, could 
not stand in the light of avrai of Gk A, B, etc., and so Sang, retains 
"eum." 

3:2 Gk (raTpairais 
Colb. regibus* 
Vulg. purpuratis 
Sang, regalibus satrapis 

Here is a reasonably certain instance of direct comparison with 
the Greek. The 0. L. translation of <rarpdiravi ("regulis," as we 
know from other passages, e.g., 3:14; 4:47; 4:49 and, by mistake, 
at the end of 3 :2) became early corrupted to "regibus." The Sang, 
editor saw that "regibus" was a mistake, but did not recognize 
that the original reading was "regulis." The Vulg. "purpuratis" 
did not satisfy him; but referring to the Greek, he transliterates 
aarpdiraK and changes "regibus" into an adjective, "regalibus." 

A similar example of conflation by comparison with the Greek 
is found in 4 : 8. Nearly all of 4 : 7-8 is missing from Colb. , but appears 
in Vulg. and in Sang. — apparently added by Sang, from the Vulgate. 
In 4:8 Vulg. has "dixerit: exterminate, exterminant," a plain 
translation of the Gk elirev, iprinSxrai, iprifiova-iv. This Colb. omits. 
Sang, has, however, "dicit: exterminate, exterminabunt," as if 
from Vulg.; then adds a double rendering of the Gk in "desolate, 
et desolant." That this is also a conscious second rendering is 
indicated by the fact that, although in every other instance the 
phrases like "exterminate, exterminabunt" are prefixed by "dicit" 
or "dixerit," here "desolate, et desolant" has no such introductory 
word, but is joined directly to "exterminabunt," as if to define the 
Vulgate translation more correctly. 

One further observation should be made: that all the above 
" corrections " from the Greek are from the AB type of text, and not 
from L. 

III. THE WITNESS OF THE GREEK TEXTS 

A few comments in regard to the Greek recensions seem advisable 
at this point. Little need be said regarding the two well-known 
families A and B. I would merely call attention once more to the 
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fact that B has usually been accepted as the better preserved text, 
and that the evidently superior readings of A at certain points have 
been explained on the basis of an assumed recension from the Hebrew. 
In his article "The Apparatus for the Textual Criticism of Chronicles- 
Ezra-Nehemiah," in the Harper Memorial Volume of Old Testament 
and Semitic Studies, Professor C. C. Torrey has shown the real 
superiority of the A-manuscripts to those of the B-group. His 
demonstration receives additional confirmation — were any needed — 
in the "witness of the Old Latin and the Vulgate. There are certainly 
the strongest reasons for regarding A as much superior to B. It is 
not the purpose of this article to deal with this problem, however; 
and so I shall enter it only so far as to show how the Latin versions 
support this general conclusion. This will appear later in the dis- 
cussion. 

It is necessary to devote considerably more space to the problem 
of the L recension, however, inasmuch as this peculiar Greek type 
enters so largely into the solution of our especial problem — the Old 
Latin — and is moreover a text that is so easily misused. It seems 
desirable to introduce at this point some further illustration of the 
peculiarities of the L recension, by way of supplementing those given 
by Professor Torrey in his article. 

The L recension represents no one family of the Greek tradition. 
This is important to note. It is on the contrary made up from 
several separate sources of the Greek tradition, and has besides been 
compared — at least in places — with the Hebrew. The above con- 
clusions have been established beyond the shadow of a doubt; and 
it has also been possible to prove that L contains many examples 
of "improvements" of the text, and that it is largely eclectic. 

First of all, L is conflate. A very few examples will suffice for 
illustration. 

1 : 3 Gk AB iv ry Oiirti t^s dyias ki^tov 

Grk L iv Tg 0i(Ta Ttji aytas Ki^mrov, kol iOrjKav Tqv aylav ki^wtov. 

That the plus of L is no accident, but represents a genuine con- 
flate reading, is shown by the fact that AB is accurately translated 
by the Vulgate, in " positione sanctae arcae," while Colb. has rendered 
the second member of L only, "et posuerunt arcam sanctam." 
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Clearly Colb. is from a Greek text which read as did this second mem- 
ber of L, and this variant tradition the author of L had before him, 
as well as the current AB tradition. 

1:5/6: At the end of vs. 5 AB reads ip rd^ei simply. The 
O.L. has "et pars domus cognationis Levitis et," = Kal fiepii oikov 
TTcrt-pta? Toi? Aeutrat? Kal of another source. L has combined the 
two, reading koi fiepi<; oikov '7raTpia<; rot? AevtVat? iv rd^eL' Kal. 

Probably the best illustration of all occurs in 1 : 10-11. Here L 
repeats a long section almost in toto. I indicate the parts as La and 
U respectively. The Vulgate follows L6 (=Gk AB). 

Colb. et directa est servitus. et statuerunt sacerdotes et 

La Kal KaTiapOioOrj 17 XtiTovpyui • Kal tfTTTjfrav o\ IfpeC's Kal 
AB Kal TavTa to. y«vd//.eva tvirpiir<a<s, i(TTrj(Tav ol lepcts Kal 

Levitae in stationibus suis, et habebant azyma 

01 AeviTtti iirl rrjv (ttoxtiv avTuiv • kox [ 

01 AeviTai i\ovTK to. o^v/jux 

secundum constitutionem ad dividendum ea (populo) 

] (ttI Tas Siap(<T€K avrStv 
Kara. Tas <f>vXai Kal Kara Tas /jtipiSap^iai [ 

secundum praecepta regis, et immolaverunt Pascha et 

Kara Trjv ivToXrjv tov jSacriXecos, Kal t6v(Tav to </>ao-e;(. Kal 

[ 

effuderunt sacerdotes sanguinem manibus suis, et 

Trpexrej^eov 01 wpeis to alfw, tK \ei,poi avTMV, Kai 

[ 

immolaverunt holocausta, et sic tradiderunt 

tOvaav TTjv okoKavToxriv, Kal iSapav Kal ijToi/wicriv irapaSowai 

[ 

eis secundum divisionem cognationum, ut offerrent coram 
avTois KaTa Trjv Suupiaiv Kar' oikovs irarpimv rois vioi? 

] Tu>v iraripiDV eiJ.irpoudei' 

populo Domini, sicut scriptum est in 

TOV Xaov, TOV Trpocrayayav t(J Kvpiijt is yeypaTTTaA, iv 

TOV Xaov, TrpocrtviyKtiv T(o Kvpiio KaTa to. yfypafi/j.ti'a iv 

libro Moysi. 
;8tj8A.«o Mwvcnj • 
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L6 (cai TavTa to. ycvdfitva • tvTrpeirois lcrTi;crav ol 'up€i's Koi 

01 AtviTai ixovrfs to. a£,viui 

Kara Tos <j>vXa.<i Kara Tas SiapiVtis [ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

rSv TtaTpLiov i/JLTrpodOev 

Tov Xaov, irpocrtviyKiiv t<S Kvpli^ Kara to. yey/oa/x/xci'a ev 

)8t)8\t<u Mwvcr^ 

It is obvious, from this comparison, that two divergent traditions of 
the passage have been taken over bodily by L, and placed side by side. 

But the above illustrates not merely the tendency of L to confla- 
tion, but is a good example of certain other characteristics. For 
instance, there is one almost certain instance of comparison with 
the Hebrew. This occurs in La, which has rot? vlok tov Xaov where 
Colb. has "coram populo" and AB and Lb have efi-n-pocrdev tov \aov. 
Vulg. has "in conspectu populi." It is evident that the Greek 
originally read efi-jrpoardev from Hebr. "'Dsb , and that La has been 
corrected from our canonical Hebr., which has ^DQD . 

Of somewhat uncertain significance is the omission in La of any 
parallel for "habebant azyma secundum constitutionem " of Colb. 
This may be due to simple oversight, or to conflation from an inferior 
text, or it may be intentional because of the exovTe<; to, d^vfia kuto, 
ra? (j>vX<ii in L6. Either of these explanations would fit the situation, 
and would also be quite in keeping with the character of L. 

Another characteristic of L is its eclectic nature. While having 
before him, as we have seen from the above, two variant Greek 
traditions, the usual method of its author is to select from one or 
the other as suits his fancy, rather than to conflate the two. For 
this reason we sometimes find L following A, sometimes B, and again 
following the otherwise unknown readings of a peculiar source. 
(I should perhaps remark that as between A and B, L follows A rather 
closely as a rule, and only rarely agrees with B against A.) 

Finally, L has certainly been compared with the Hebrew in certain 
places. As to the degree of comparison, there seems to be a difference 
of testimony among the various codices included in the L group; 
yet they agree in the main. The chief points of direct contact with 
the Hebrew are in the sections dealing with the lists of proper names. 
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I shall give only a few examples, inasmuch as the same phenomenon 
appears throughout I Esdras. The Hebrew with which L has been 
compared is quite similar to our canonical Hebrew text, and yet 
appears to have differed slightly at certain points. Which was the 
better text is not our purpose at present to determine. 

8:43(45) AB, 'ISovijXov] Colb., "Idouelon." But L 'ApirjX, from 
Hebrew bi^"'"ISt. For the rest of the verse L omits Mata, Maa- 
ficiv, which do not appear in the Hebrew, and also 'Impi^ov and a 
second 'EXvaddv (appearing in AB as 'Ewarcij') , which are in the 
Hebrew, but which were probably overlooked because the Hebrew 
read "flDbsbl D^T'bl "jnsbNbl , and the eye of the redactor jumped 
from the first "jHibi^bl to the second; or else — more probably — 
because these two words were not in the Hebrew which the author of 
L had before him. 

8:32(35) Za^ot/s] L omits, following the Hebrew. 

8:34(37) Zapaias] cod. 108 has Za^&ias, from Hebrew n^n3T. 

8:44(46), 45(47) AoSSatov] L = 'AS&w; Hebrew l-^s^. 

8:47(49) Xavowaiov] L = Mepapa; from Hebrew ■'"|"l7i. 

9:14 ©oKavov] L — 0£Kou£; Hebrew JTlpP- 

9:22 fiKo&jXos]cod. 108='Iw|;aj8a8; Hebrew naTV- 

ToXtros (SaXoas] cod. 108 = HAfl<ra; Hebrew niDybi^. 
9: 23 Iwos] L = EXifitp; Hebrew "^vb^ ■ 

9:25 ToXjSovijs) ToX/mvr/s] L = T£\X7//x kw. Ovpias; Hebrew i-|1S1 obti • 
9:27 I^piijXos) I^optxXos] cod. 108 = l£«j\; Hebrew bSTT*. 
9:28 EXtaSos] cod. 108 = E\io)vai; Hebrew "DyvbS- 

06ovias]cod. lO8 = MaT0avia; Hebrew rT'iri/J. 

ZajSaStis Ktti ZapStas) 2a/8a6os ZepoXias] Cod. 108 = ZajSoSo^a ; from 

Hebrew J^T^T^nST • 
9: 29 I(o^a/88os rat E/m^i) Za;88os K E.] L = ZaPPovO ®€kta; from Hebrew 

"bny ^aT. 

9 : 31 ASSiv AaOos) ASSi Noa^os] cod. 19 = Moxn/S Atava; cod. 108 = *a6/x«uaj8 

Atavo; Hebrew HCIT 3X113 nHB. 
9: 33 Bawaiovs) Sa/8avmiovs] L = ZajSSta; Hebrew ^3T . L further adds 

Icpejua, Hebrew ^7J"1^ , but found in no other Greek text or version. 

These examples are characteristic ones, and it would be a needless 
waste of time to multiply instances. Throughout the sections where 
proper names appear it will be found that L agrees for the most 
part very closely indeed with the Massoretic text. I have selected 
only those names which in AB have departed most widely from our 
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present Hebrew, and whose L variant finds no support in any ver- 
sion. It will be found that L with few exceptions conforms through- 
out to the consonants of M, even to the extent of omitting the usual 
ending -o?, e.g., MeaoXXafi for Moo-oWo/io? (9:14) and AaaarfX for 
A^arjXov (9:14). 

Other indications of comparison with the Hebrew are the several 
instances of the addition of vlo^ where it has apparently crept in in 
the Massoretic text; i.e., where there is no support, beyond the evi- 
dent meaning, in any other Greek text. 

The exact explanation of vadivahi of L (Hebrew DTPS) in the 
place of UpoSovXoi of AB, or of 7re<rax for 7ra<7;^o may not be quite 
certain, but it at least points to a transliteration from the Hebrew 
at some stage of the history of L. 

Reverting once more for a moment to that fruitful passage 1 :10- 
11, let me point out that we have strong evidence that AB suffered 
some early permanent corruption. This fact is important as bearing 
on our later conclusions. In the first place AB omits a considerable 
section contained in La — the original reading preserved thus by L 
only — between Siaip€a-ei<; and hiaipeaiv. But this omitted section 
is independently attested by the Old Latin, and is of such a character 
that its omission by AB is unquestionably accidental. On the other 
hand, that this omission took place early is shown by the absence 
of this phrase in the Vulgate and also by the fact that the author 
of L did not have it in his AB text. But this conclusion involves 
another point : Our present AB text has fi€piBapx(a<; in the place of 
La's hiaipeawi. This would not be so remarkable, for we might 
readily conjecture a second fiepiSapxta'i or /lepiBapxtav in the 
original of AB to correspond with the second Siaipe<nv of La, 
were it not for the fact that L6 — which elsewhere has copied AB 
verbatim — has here Biaipea-cK. In the light of these evidences 
it seems to me practically certain that AB also originally read as 
does Lb; in other words, that AB has undergone some slight corrup- 
tion since the L conflation took place. 

The above receives additional confirmation from certain other 
passages which will be noted later in another connection. It becomes 
important when we come to consider the problem of certain diver- 
gences of the Old Latin and Vulgate from any extant Greek reading. 
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It at least opens the possibility that our Latin versions may preserve 
better readings in places than even the Greek. For it should be 
further noted that after the first few verses of I Esdras the compiler 
of L shows less of the tendency to conflate, and prefers to select from 
AB, or from the source which had the original reading, as suits his 
fancy. For this reason many old readings have certainly been 
lost to us, at least so far as the Greek is concerned. 

IV. THE OLD latin 

As previously stated, the Old Latin is chiefly represented by two 
manuscripts, the Colbertinus and the Sangermanensis.* We have 
already discussed Sang., and there yet remain the characteristics 
of Colb. to be studied. 

The Colbertinus manuscript dates from about 800 a.d., approxi- 
mately a century earlier than the Sangermanensis. This in itself 
might suggest a slight possibility of superiority in the former, though 
not necessarily so. But we have seen that the Sangermanensis repre- 
sents an " emended " Old Latin text — one that has suffered through 
editorial revision — so that we are left practically dependent on the 
Colbertinus alone in the final analysis. The Sangermanensis is 
of independent value only at a few points and in minor particulars. 

The date of this Old Latin version is far from fixed. References 
to Latin translations of the Bible, or parts of it, go back to the middle 
of the third century a.d., and even earlier; but whether or not these 
included the original of the Colb. and Sang, texts for the book of 
I Esdras cannot be asserted positively. Augustine^, early in the fifth 
century, certainly knows this Old Latin version which we have ; for 
in his De divinis scripturis sive speculum he says: "Item in libro 
hesdrae I: 'Veritas autem permanet et invalescit in aeternum et 
vivet et perseverat in saecula saeculorum,et non accipit personam 
hominis nee differentias, sed iusta iudicat et facit: ab omnibus 
iniquis dolosis et impiis discedit, et omnes iusti sperant in eam, et 

8 [Since the above was written, Mr. York has studied and collated the Cod. Mazarl- 
naeus (M) in the Mazarine Library at Paris, and the Cod. Ambianensis (A) in the Biblio- 
th6que Oonununale at Amiens (see Bensly in the Cambridge Textn and Studies, III, 2, xiii). 
He reports that M, which contains of I Esdr. only 3: 1-5: 3, is a MS of the same type as 
Sang., with which it agrees very closely. A, on the other hand, Is a Vulg. MS which only 
rarely departs from the received text. Neither cod. contains material of importance for 
the present discussion.— Ed.J 
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non est in iudicio illius iniustitia: et eius est fortitudo et regnum et 
potestas illius in saecula saeculorum, benedictus est enim dominus 
veritatis.' " This is unquestionably a quotation from the Old Latin 
of I Esdras 4:38-40, with a free admixture of the Vulgate version as 
well, together with an occasional addition for the sake of " improve- 
ment" by Augustine himself. In the absence of more decisive data, 
therefore, the exact date of the Old Latin must remain a matter of 
conjecture and of internal evidence. 

Characteristics of the Old Latin Version 
Most noticeable among the peculiarities of the Old Latin trans- 
lator is his freedom in rendering the Greek. Not only is he very 
free in his constructions, but he is also given to paraphrases and 
interpretations in his renderings, not hesitating to add words or even 
whole phrases if he thinks the sense is improved by such treatment. 
Of course, this propensity on his part becomes very annoying at 
times when we wish to determine the exact wording of the Greek 
that he had before him, but usually we are left in no doubt, thanks 
to the aid of what Greek we have. 

There are further indications that this translator was somewhat 
careless, and has made seemingly stupid translations, or has omitted 
needful words or phrases in a way for which there is no apparent 
excuse. But in spite of these defects, or sometimes just because of 
them, we are able to reconstruct the Greek original of this Old Latin 
with tolerable certainty. 

To give a fair idea of the above-mentioned characteristics I will 
bring forward a few examples: 

1:4 avTTiv of all Gk (Vulg. "eam") is rendered "arcam" by Colb. 

1:6 Colb. adds "secundum constitutionem" to its rendering of Owrare to 
woo-xa, and this is almost certainly a free expansion. SoOh t<^ Manxry 
is found in all Gk cods., and would be closely translated " datum 
est Moysi"; but Colb. has "data est per manum Moysi" (Compare, 
however, II Chron. 35:6). 

1:21(23) Colb. defines "Josiae" by '^regis," which has no support in 
Greek or Vulgate, and is doubtless added by the translator. Similar 
unauthorized additions of some form of "rex" are found in 1:23(25) 
twice; in 1:30(32); 1:36(38); 1:43(45); 3:14; 3:15(16); 4:31; 4:58; 
6:17(18); 6:18(19): 8:64(68). 

Closely allied to the above type of expansion is the addition of 
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"populus," especially to "Israel"; e.g., in 1:30(32); 1:31(33); 7:8; 

8:81(85); 8:88(92); 8:91(96); 9:2. 
1:53(56) Totis IwiXotirovi Colb. really translates twice in "reliquos qui 

remanserunt." 
1:54(57) «s amTrXrjpaxnv Colb. renders by a subordinate clause "ut 

impleret" (for "ut impleretur," evidently. Cf. 2: 1). 
2:3 ^axriXea. t^s okov/ien/s is paraphrased by Colb. "regem universae 

terrae Persarum." 
2:9(10) Colb. adds at end of the verse "et adtulerunt in Baby lone," 

apparently an explanatory gloss, since it is quite without textual 

support. 
2:28(27) Colb. adds "civitatis illius" to its rendering of oi avOpunroi, also 

without support. 
2:30(31) Tip^avTo Ko>Xveiv is rendered by Colb. "continuo ut venerunt 

prohibuerunt." 
3:6 Colb. inserts "dabit ei" twice, apparently with the intention of 

rendering the meaning less ambiguous. 
3: 13 Colb. interprets aurw by "regi." 
3:17 6 eiiras irtpl Trj% la-xvoi tov olvov. Colb. changes the construction of 

this completely, and has " qui scripserat, fortius est vinum." 
4: 2 Colb. appends "obediunt ei," apparently as an interpretative improve- 
ment. 
4:11 Tjjpovo-iv Colb. renders "vigilant et servant," a double translation. 

ovSe TrapaKovovnv axrov is paraphrased by the Old Latin "nee potest 

aliquis negligere mandata ejus." 
4:28 Another double translation appears in the rendering "timent et 

verentur" for eiXa^omrai. 

Other noticeable examples of double translation occur in 1:14(15) 

"et psalmos percutiebant"+"et psalmos decantabant"; 5:61(64) 

"gaudia magna ingenti et magna voce" for x^pS f^yo^y ■rg <h>vg; cf. 

also 2: 56c and 6: 9(10) Solj,. 

Frequently pronouns in the Greek are rendered by nouns in the 
Old Latin, the translator taking the liberty to supply what he con- 
ceived to be the antecedent. Sometimes this freedom was warranted 
by the nature of the situation — e.g., when an avra or airy would 
have to be rendered indiscriminately " ei " in the Latin — but oftener 
it has no such excuse. Thus in 4:31 ainq) .... avrbv .... avra 
are interpreted by Colb. "contra regem +et ipse" .... "regem" 
.... "regi," respectively. There is some reason for the change 
here; for in the Latin there might be a question as to which was 
subject and which object, whether the king or his iraWaKr). But 
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why it should be thought necessary to interpret e| avr&v " ex mulieri- 
bus " (4:16), or avrov by "Darii" (5:6), or avrok by "Judaeis" 
(6:4) is not so plain; for in each of these eases the meaning is per- 
fectly clear. 

Three times the name of Zorobabel is introduced in the Old Latin 
where there is no support in the Greek or in other versions, viz., in 
4:33, 4:43, and4:58. In the last-named passage, indeed, it takes the 
place of 6 veavurKO<;. 

Once, at least, (6:12/13) Colb. has expanded a familiar phrase 
" Domini, qui fecit coelum et terram " to its full form by the addition 
of "et mare et omnia quae in eis sunt," as found in 4:2. Compare 
Neh. 9:6, Exod. 20:11, and Ps. 146:6. Probably also the lists of 
officers in 3:2 and 4:49 have been expanded from similar lists 
in 3:14; 4:47 (Dan. 3:2). 

Similar phenomena occur in 8 : 16 (17) and 8 : 17(19) , which exhibit 
a remarkable interdependence. In 8 : 16(17) irdvra oaa iav is rendered 
"omnia reliqua quae sunt necessaria" by Colb., \onrd and inroiriTrTt} 
having been supplied from 8:17(19); while in 8:17(19) to. Xoiira 
oaa iav inrovivTri is likewise rendered "omnia reliqua quae sunt 
neces saria," the Old Latin completing the phrase from travra of 
8:16(17). 

A trace of theological apologetics may be the basis of the render- 
ing "ergo digne irasceris" for ap^iaOTj^ in 8:85(89). 

One other striking example of an interpretative rendering by 
the Old Latin is in 8:87(91), where Colb. in the phrase ov yap eari 
(TTr)vai, en enirpoadiv crov ivl tovtok has rendered ivl tovtok by 
"obruti talibus peccatis," simply because this phrase very clearly 
refers to ifffiev ivioiriov aov iv Tai<! avofiiai<! ■^fiav immediately pre- 
ceding. 

A further fault of the Old Latin is its liability to omit words or 
phrases. Some of these omissions are probably due to correspond- 
ing omissions in the Greek text that the translator had before him, 
and many others are unquestionably the result of subsequent cor- 
ruption in the Latin; but not all can be so explained. A consider- 
able number of instances are still left, when all possible excuses have 
been made, that can only be regarded as due to careless oversight. 
Following are some characteristic cases: 
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1 : 3 rots wpoSoiiXois 'I(rpai;\, descriptive of rois AewVais, is omitted by Colb. 

only. Its presence in Sang, is probably to be explained on the ground 

of conflation from the Vulgate or of correction from the Greek. 
1:4 OepaireviTi is in all Gk cods., and is rendered by Vulg. "curam 

agite" ; but Colb. omits. 
1:11(12) iv irvpi Colb. alone omits. 
1 : 31(33) vir' avTov kol to. vvv, IcrToprjrai is in all codices and in the Vulgate, 

but Old Latin omits. Here the contest rather demands at least 

IcTToprjTai. 
1:83(35); 1:47(49) iv Itpova-aXrjtt. Colb. seems to have ignored the «vin its 

translation. 

Similarly in 2:18(21) in rendering «v row diro tS>v irariprnv crov 

jSiySXtW Colb. lacks a very needful "in libris" between "inspicias" 

and "patrum tuorum." 
5: 11 vuti ^aaOiMijaP eh Tovs vlovs 'Irjtrov. Colb. omits toiis viovs, and joins 

th to what precedes, making " Phammoabis Jesu." This, however, 

is probably the result of an inferior Greek text. 
6:4 Colb. omits koi t^v o-reyrjv TavTTjv, found in all Greek codices and in 

the Vulgate. 
6:6-7 Colb. leaves out about half a verse, evidently by accident because 

of the occurrence of Aaplio twice, a case of homoioteleuton. 

A similar omission of «s Tr/v x^pav ttJs 'lovSaias koX iXdovm occurs 

in 6: 8. 

There are a large number of these omissions on the part of the 
Old Latin scattered throughout I Esdras. 

Additional light is thrown on this question by a different type of 
error. For instance, in 2:3 Colb. has "Dominus," having read 
KOjOOf as Kupto?. Again, in 8:46(48) Colb. reads "viros peritos de 
vivos," where both Greek and sense demand "viros peritos de filiis." 
The second "viros" in Colb. is evidently a careless repetition from 
the first " viros." 

Unquestionably, therefore, the Old Latin is far from being an 
infallible witness. Partly because of the character of the translator, 
and in still larger measure because of faulty textual transmission, 
it is evident that we must use this source also with the greatest caution 
and view its unsupported readings with the utmost suspicion. 

V. THE VULGATE 

This is the common Latin version. First Esdras in this version 
bears the distinction of being one of three books assigned a secondary 
place in the Old Testament canon by the Roman Catholic church. 
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As to its date, we can place it definitely as early as the time of 
Cyprian, about 250 a.d. In chap. 9 of Epistle LXXIV, a letter 
addressed to Pompey in opposition to the position of Stephen of 
Rome on the subject of the baptism of heretics, he says: " Veritas 
manet et invalescit in aeternum et vivit et optinet in saecula saecu- 
lorum. nee est apud eam accipere personam nee differentias, sed quae 
sunt justa facit, nee est judicio ejus iniquum, et fortitudo et regnum 
et majestas et potestas omnium saeculorum. benedictus Deus veri- 
tatis." This is an almost verbatim quotation from the Vulgate 
of I Esdras 4:38-40, with the exception that Cyprian omits a line 
after "sed quae sunt justa facit." (The Old Latin differs quite 
widely, so that it is out of the question that this is what Cyprian had.) 
Probably, therefore, the Vulgate translation was made some time 
in the first half of the third century a.d. 

VI. RELATION OF THE VULGATE TO THE OLD LATIN 

Many questions at once arise in this connection, especially in 
regard to the possibility that these may either be independent 
translations or divergent streams from a single Latin original. The 
usual assumption appears to be voiced by two brief allusions in 
recent critical articles. One is by H. A. A. Kennedy in his article 
on "Latin Versions" in Basting's Dictionary of the Bible; referring 
to I Esdras he says : " Probably, the Vulgate is an emended form of 
the other [i.e., the Old Latin] version." The other is by F. C. Burkitt 
in his article on "Text and Versions" in the Encyclopedia Biblica 
(§38): "The Old Testament 'Apocrypha'— i.e., those books of 
the Greek Old Testament which are not in the Hebrew canon — 
were left more or less untouched by Jerome; in these books, there- 
fore, the Old Latin survives in the Vulgate." I cannot answer for the 
other apocryphal books, but in the case of I Esdras I must wonder 
on what evidence this conclusion is based. In one sense Burkitt 
is right, viz., that the Vulgate is a very old Latin translation, but not 
in the sense that his words seem to imply; for undefined, his asser- 
tion regarding " the Old Latin " can hardly mean otherwise than that 
of Kennedy, that " the Vulgate is an emended form of the other 
version," namely, of the one now surviving in the Codex Colbertinus. 
With this position I must take positive issue. I do not find the 
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slightest indication of an " emended " text in the Vulgate, nor scarcely 
knowledge of the Old Latin on the part of the Vulgate translator. 
The evidence bearing on these points will be presented in the follow- 
ing pages. 

1. The Old Latin and the Vulgate Independent Translations 

In the first place, of the 450 verses of I Esdras there are just 
two verses that are exactly alike in both Colbertinus and the Vulgate. 
This does not, to be sure, take into account a considerable number 
of verses whose divergence is very slight and trifling, such as might 
easily be accounted for on the basis of textual transmission. Allow- 
ing a liberal margin for these, we still have a large residue of verses 
so different in language and idiom that it is impossible to believe 
that they are other than separate translations. Even in those sec- 
tions where we are most certain that the two versions go back to 
an identical Greek original this difference of idiom is as marked as 
one could wish. 

The traits of the two translators are likewise distinctive. The 
Vulgate is literal, to a fault; the Old Latin is free — also to a fault. 
The former hesitates to paraphrase to avoid an ambiguity; the latter 
paraphrases even when there is no ambiguity. The vocabulary 
employed by the two translators is also distinctive. For example, 
the Old Latin has the preposition "de" universally in places where 
the Vulgate employs "ex"; the conjunction "quia" in the Old 
Latin is equivalent to "quoniam" in the Vulgate; "is" in the 
Old Latin corresponds to "ille" or "ipse" of the Vulgate; "facio" 
of the Old Latin is usually rendered "ago" by the Vulgate; and 
"sanctus" of the Old Latin is likely to appear as "sacer" in the 
Vulgate. Other similar differences of vocabulary there are, but these 
are the most common. It seems the extreme of improbability that 
one who was simply "emending" the Old Latin should have taken 
the trouble to change at the same time the whole vocabulary, 
especially in such a minor particular as "de" to "ex," or "is" to 
"ille." 

But we will take some particular examples. In the following, 
care has been used to select passages where the Greek is best attested 
as well as where there is least suspicion of corruption in the Latin 
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itself. These are by no means isolated or unusual cases, but such 
as can be duplicated almost at random. 

1 : 4 ovK (UTiv v[uv apai avrrjv iw' Stfitav 

O.L. non portabitis arcam in humeris. 
Vulg. non erit vobis toilers super humeros earn. 

(Here "arcam" of the Old Latin is probably interpre- 
tative, though possibly a corruption of "earn.") 

1:22(24) TO, kwt' avTov Bk avayiypaiTTfu iv Toiii ifinrpoada/ \p6voK 
O.L. actus ejus quidem conscriptus est, de his qui ante 
Vulg. quae circa ilium conscripta sunt, in pristinis temporibus 

trepi T&v ■^iJUipT7)KOT(av Kai ^tre/SjjKOTUv «s tov Kvpiov 

peccaverunt in Domino sceleratius 
de his qui peccaverunt quique irreligiosi fuerunt in Dominum 

irapa irSv eOvos Kol fiaxriXtiav 
qviam universae gentes 
prae omni gente 

1 : 29(31) hfi TO apfw. avTOV to SevTipov koI airorrTadds th IcpovcroA-ij/i 

O.L. in currum ejus secundum, et deductus venit in Hierusalem 
Vulg. super currum secundarium suum, et perveniens Jerosolymam 

1 ; 52 e<i)s ov Ov/uodevTa ovtov iirl Tm €$v€i avTOV 

O.L. "donee in ira " exardesceret adversus gentem suam 
Vulg. "qui usque ad iracundiam concitatus est super gentem suam 

Sia TO. Svaat^ijfMTa avTMv 
propter impietates eorum." 
propter irreligiositatem suam." 

1 ; 56 (cai (TWtfeXtauv iravra to. ei'So^a avrrji a.)(pama'ai 

O.L. "etdiruere omnia praeclara ejus evertentes, 

Vulg. " et comsummarerunt omnia honorifica ejus, ad nihilum 

Kol TOIIS tTTlXoiTTOVi 

& reliquos qui remanserunt" 
redegerunt, & reliquos " 

2:20 iirtl evepyeiTai to. Kara tov vabv, KoXms *X*"' vTroXa/ifidvo/JXif /a,^ 

O.L. "quia instatur opera templi, aestimavimus bonum esse 
Vulg. "quia id agitur circa templum, recta habere arbitrari sumus- 

VirtpiStZv TO TOIOVTO 

non omittere 

non despicere hoc ipsum " 
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2 : 29 fLr) TTpofiy iirl irXelov to, t^s /cartas eis rb 

O.L. "non proficiat amplius malitiae occasio 
Vulg. "nee procedunt in pliirimum ea, quae sunt malitiae, 

)8acri\£ts €vo)(\ti(T$ai 
ad commovendos reges" 
ita ut regibus molestia importetur" 

8 : 86 ov ^ijTijcrcTc tlpr/vevaai, ra. irpbi avrovs tov airavra )(p6vov iva 

O.L. " non desiderabitis declinare ad eos cum pace omni tempore ut 
Vulg. " non inquiretis pacem habere cum illis omni tempore ut 

lOT^wuvTes ifidyere ra dya^ot r^s y^s* koi KXripovoii,rj(rr]Tt 
confortati manducetis optima terrae & haeredes 
invalescentes manducetis optima terrae & haereitatem 

TOis viois i/u.Sv «<Ds aiuivos 
f acietis filios vestros usque in aeternum " 
distribuatis filiis vestris usque in aevum " 

8 : 90(91) ov yap lari (TTrjvax ert ip-TrpotrOiv (row iiri toijtois 

O.L. " non enim possumus stare adhuc ante faciem tuum 
Vulg. " non est adhuc stare ante te 

obrutis talibus peccatis 
in his 
(This last example is also a good illustration of the Old 
Latin's habit of free paraphrasing.) 

9 : 4 KoX ocroi lav fiij (XTravTijcrctfcnv iv Svaiv ^ rpurlv ■^/x.ipaii 

O.L. " et quotquot non convenissent secunda aut tertia 
Vulg. "ut quicunque non occurrerit biduo aut triduo 

Kara to Kpipa tS)v irpoKadti/jLevrnv irpecrfivreprnv 
secundum judicium praesentium pre.sbyterorum 
secundum judicium assidentium seniorum 

avi.€puidi^<TovTai to. KTrjvrj airw, Kot avTos aXkoTpi<j)di^(T€Tai 
publicarentur pecora eorum & ipse hostis vocaretur 
tollerentur facultates suae i& ipse alienus judicaretur 

9: 20 iirifiaXov Tas )(etpas tov tK/SaXetv .... Kal ti's t^tAacr/iov 

O.L. "immiserunt manus ut projicerent . . . . et obtulerent ad 
Vulg. " injicerunt manus ut expellerent .... et ad litandem in 

placandem 
exorationem 

9:24 (K tS>v tepoi/'oATMv 

O.L. " de sacra ornata percutientibus 
Vulg. "ex sacris cantoribus 



Latin Versions of First Esdras 279 

9:36 Trai/TK ovTOL (TwrnKurav -ywaiKas oXXoytvets koX aveXvcrav 

O.L. " hi omnes duxerunt alienigenas uxores & relinquerunt 

Vulg. "omnes isti conjungerunt sibi uxores alienigenas & dimiserunt 

5: 73 Kol crvoracras vroiov/j.tvoi air€Kii>X.v<Tav tov awoTtXtird^vai 

O.L. "& congregationes facientes, prohibuerunt consummari 
Vulg. " & aggresuras exercentes, impedierunt ne consummaretur 

T^v olKoSo/jirjV .... Koi (ip)($ri(Tav Trji olKoSo/J.rj'S er-q Suo 
structuram .... & prohibiti sunt aedificare annis duobus 
aedificium .... & protraxerunt structuram per biennium 

8:12(13) owio^ liTUTKol/iovTai, TO. Kara T-qv 'lovSauxv 

O.L. "diligenter adtendant Judaeae 

Vulg. "ut visitent ea (gwae apMniwr) secundum Judaeam 

8: 18(19) TO. \oi.wa. cxra tav virotcvwrr) croi as rrfv ypaav 

O.L. " caetera {omnia) quaecunque tibi sunt necessaria ad usum 
Vulg. "caetera quaecunque tibi subvenerint ad opera 

TOV Itpov TOV 0£oS[crov], 8tl>{r«is «»c tov jSacriXiKov ya^o<j>v\a,Kiov 
templi Dei , dabuntur de thesauris regis 
templi Dei tui, dabis de regali gazophylacio 

(The above bracketed words are very doubtful. They 
are probably free expansions or interpretations.) 

8:22(25) //.rjSk oWijv im^ovXrjV ywiadai, koI fXrjSeva i)(€iv 

O.L. " nee aliud onus imponatur, & nemo habeat 

Vulg. "neque uUa alia indictio irrogetur, nee habeat quisquam 

i$ov(Tuiv ejri/SaXetv Ti tovtois (perhaps originally o«tois) 
potestatem indicere eis aliquid 
potestatem objicere eis quidquam 

8:24(27) KoXa^fcrOuxrav, iav re 6ava.Tif, iav t« n/xcojoia, ij apyvpucrj 

O.L. "punientur, sive morte, sive tormentis, sive condemnatione 
Vulg. "plectantur, sive morte, sive cruciatu, sive etiam pacuniae 

^rjiiia 7) airoyoyrj 
pecuniae, aut exilio. 
mulctatione, vel adductione. 

9:38 (rwTq)(6rj . ... to irk^Ooi ojuo^UfiaSov iirl to tvpv)(iopov to 

O.L. "convenit populus uno animo in aream quae est 
Vulg. "congregati sunt multitudo simul in aream quae est 

irpos dvaToXas tov leponi imXHvoi 
ad orientem portae templi 
ab oriente* portae sacrae 
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If there is still any doubt remaining as to the independence of 
these two versions, it must be dissolved when we adduce a few more 
examples selected from the lists of proper names. In these passages 
the variations could only have occurred through the two translators 
having divided the Greek text differently, not being certain as to 
the proper combinations for the strange foreign names. Thus we 
find curious mistakes like the following: 

9:23 ovTos €(TTi Kokirai 

O.L. hie est Ele & Has 
Vulg. et Calitas 

In this case codices 44, 58 omit oih-6<! eari, and 108 omits ea-ri, 
so that it is possible that the translator of the Vulg. did not have 
before him exactly the same Greek text that the translator of the 
Old Latin had. If so, of course no further proof is necessary; since 
by virtue of such fact the two translations are bound to be independ- 
ent. But assuming that they both had the same Greek text, even 
so the Old Latin and the Vulg. cannot be divergent versions of the 
same Latin translation; for the "Ele & Has" of the Old Latin can 
hardly have resulted otherwise than through the translator having 
read the Greek as oino'i ia-riv aXi «' a?, whereas the translator of 
the Vulg. correctly read KaXiTa<;. 

5:20(19): The Greek is far from certain here, but the following 
conjectural reading cannot be very far from the original of both 
Old Latin and Vulgate. Again assuming that the Greek original 
of both versions was identical, we have: 

6( [ev ;(a8tacr[ai] Kal dficoSiot . . . . ot [8'] «k rjpajta'i 
O.L. " qui erant in Necla .... bis & modius, & qui decern miras 
Vulg. " qui Enocadies & Modiae, .... qui ex Gramas 

yaPprfi .... 6i ck fiaKa[8(0v] .... 

.... Cabbes & qui erant Demacha 

& Gabea ( ) 

The confusion in the mind of the translator as to the meaning of 
the Greek in this passage could hardly have been greater, or his 
attempts to translate proper names scarcely more absurd; yet 
because of this very fact it becomes the more certain that the trans- 
lator of the Old Latin is not the translator of the Vulgate. Similar 
variations, easily explained by the aid of the Greek, are found in 
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5:21 and 5:36; but it is needless to multiply instances further. We 
might include an interesting example (8:11), where &pa (Hebr. xyS) 
has been misread as x<o/3a by the Old Latin, which translates it 
accordingly "regio"; but the Vulgate has correctly rendered it 
"tempus." 

(It might be observed that it is barely possible that tlie Old Latin 
had before it a Greek text which originally read •xp6vo<;, subsequently 
corrupted to X«jC»a; but this is less likely.) 

2. The Old Latin and the Vulgate Descended from Slightly Different 
Greek Originals 

That the Old Latin and the Vulgate are independent translations 
receives additional confirmation from the evidence we have that 
these two versions do not come from identical Greek prototypes. 
The variations that are attested are not as a rule very wide ones; 
yet they are too many, and a considerable number of them too unmis- 
takable, to permit of doubt on this point. For conclusive evidence 
as to this, the Lucian text is extremely important, for it has 
preserved many readings not otherwise known in the Greek texts. 
A number of such readings were in the Greek from which the Old 
Latin translation was made. On the other hand, not a few varia- 
tions between the Old Latin and the Vulgate can be traced to 
differences of groups within the " A " line of tradition. I say " A " 
line of tradition, because — as we shall see later — neither the Old 
Latin nor the Vulgate belongs to the "B" group; and these two 
Latin versions, though possibly not strictly of the "A" group, do 
yet show far closer agreement with this branch of the Greek tradition 
than with the " B " group. 

Following are some of the more important and unmistakable 
instances of the divergent tradition from which these two Latin 
versions were derived: 

1:3 The Vulgate reads "in positione sanctae arcae," which corresponds 
literally to Gk A, B, etc., iv rrj diaa rrjs aytas Ki/ioyrov, but Colb. has 
"et posuerunt arcam sanctam," the Gk of which is found only in a 
variant conflate reading of "L" (cod. 108) Kai eftjKav r^v ayiav /co/Scardv. 

1:4 Colb. "nunc autem" is equivalent to cod. 108 vvv ovv; but Vulg. 
"et nunc" comes from Gk A, B, etc., which have km vvv. 
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Colb. "domus cognation um vestrarum secundum vices dierum ves- 
trorum " is a good rendering of the Gk of cod. 108 t6v oIkov irarpuov 
v/iSiv Kara Twi e.<f>r)iupuvi vfuMv. The Vulg., however, has "ex parte 
secundum pagos et tribus vestras," from Gk A, B, etc., kwto. tos 
iraTpia% koX tos <^v\as Vfmv. 

1:5 The Vulg. reading, "secundum magnificentiam " is an exact repro- 
duction of Gk A, B, etc., Kara ti)v fmyaXivoTrfra, but Colb. " secundum 
constitionem regis" could never have come from such a Gk text It 
is rather a free translation of cod. 108, hik x^i-po^ tov fiaa-iXiUK. 

1:5 Colb. "state" corresponds to cod. 108, o-t^t^; but the Vulg. "omnes" 
=codices 44, 71, 106, Trdvres (al. o-toi/tk). 

1:6 Colb. has "et pars domus cognationis Levitis; et," corresponding to 
cod. 108, Koi fiepis oiKov Trarpuis Tois Aiviravi Kai ; but the Vulgate and 
all other Gk codices omit entirely. 

1:7(8) Colb. "de substantia regis data sunt. Et principes ejus dederunt 
initia" is a fairly close translation of cod. 108, [Tavra] «/c t^s v-irdp^eins 
Tov /8a<7iA.e<<)S iSoOr), Kai ol ap)(CVTK avTOv ainjp^avTO, but the Vulg. "haec 
de regalibus data sunt secundum promissionem " is plainly from Gk 
A, etc., Tavra tK tZv fiaxriXiKon' iSoOrj Kar iirayyektiav- 

1:11, 12(13) Colb. has "filiis populi et ex his," equivalent to cod. 108, 
Tots vtots TOV Xaov, Koi air avrSiv. The Vulgate has, on the other hand, 
"qui erant ex plebe, et post haec,"=Gk A, etc., toIs Ik tov Xaov • p.iTa 
Si TavTa. 

1:12(14) Colb. adds "& holocausta"=cod. 108, koi to oXoKavrwitaTa, but 
all other codices agree with the Vulgate in omitting. 

1:15(16) Colb. adds "& principes "= cod. 108, koL ol apxavTei. Vulgate 
and all other codices omit. 

1:15(16) Vulg. "per singulas januas, ita ut non prevaricaretur unusquis- 
que suani {vicem)'' can only come from Gk A, B, etc.; but the Colb. 
"portarum non discedebant unusquisque a servitute sua "= cod. 108, 
TrvXrjs Kai 7rvA.i;s ovk rjv avTcX'i KiviurOai aaxoTOv ctiro Trji XeiTovpyias avrSiv. 
AB, 1<I>' fKofTTOv irvASvos' ovK iVTi irapa^^vai, €Ka(TT0V ttjv eavTov it^tjixtpiav. 

1:16(18) Colb. "ut feeerent Pascha, et offerrent holocausta"=cod. 108, 
TOV Troajaai, to 7ra(r\a koI evtyKtiv to. oXoxavToi/MtTa. But Vulg. has 
simply "egerunt Phase"=A, B, etc., dxO^vai to Traxrya. 

1:18(20) Colb. "a diebus"=108 diro tS,v ^p.tpS>v; but Vulg. "a tempori- 
bus " corresponds to Gk A, B, etc., diro tS>v xpoviov- 

1:29(31) Vulg. "ascendit"=Gk A,B,etc.,<iv«,8i;; but Colb. "imposuerunt 
eum " can only come from cod. 108, dvafii/Sacrav avTov- 

1:34(35) Colb. has "talanta decem"=cods. 108, 121, ToXavra 8«o. The 
Vulgate, however, has "talantum unum"=Gk A, B, etc., toMvtov eva. 

1:38(40) Colb. "adversus hunc" corresponds to eir airrov of cod. N, Aid. 
Alex, and 8 cursives; but Vulg. has "post hunc autem," equivalent 
to /act' avTov Sk of Gk A, B, and 9 cursives. 
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1:49(51) Colb. « angelos" =tovs dyyeXovs of cods. 52, 64, 108, 119, 243, 248, 

Aid. But Vulg. " in angelis"=€v tots dyyeXois of al. cod. 
2:6 Colb. "& dent animum Domino"=coid. 108, koX TrpoOv/xeia-OuxTav rql 

Kvpi<o, which Gk A, B, etc., agree with Vulg. in omitting. 
4: 53 Vulg. has "qui praecedunt"=Gk A, B, etc., tois irpoa-^ivova-iv. But 

Colb. agrees with cod. 108 in omitting. 

(MS Sang, does have this; but it appears to have gotten it 

either from the Vulgate or directly from the Gk itself.) 
4:55 Colb. has "dari"=So^vai of cod. 108; but Vulg. "dare"=8ot;ww of 

all other Gk codices. 
4:59 Colb. consilium =1) fiovki^ of cods. 108, 121; but Vulgate and all 

other codices omit. 

Vulg. "abs te"=Gk A, B, etc., iropa aov; cod. 108 and Colb. omit. 
5:7 Vulg.="sunt autem hi," corresponding to dal Sk ovroi of Gk A, B, 

etc.; but Colb. and cod. 108 omit. 

An unusual case is that of a reading found in the Vulgate in 1 :25. 
Here Colb. follows the regular Greek reading ttjoo? avrSv, trans- 
lating it "ad eum." But the Vulg. has "ad Josiam," which finds 
support in a quotation of Theodotion in Cat. Nic. ii, 943, ttjoo? 'laxriav. 

6:17(18) Colb. "omnia"=19, 108 ^.ivTa; but AB has T<i\iv= Vulg." rursus." 

Colb. "tradidit ea"=cod. 245, 7rope8o)K«v ovra (71 has TrapeSw/ce without 

avrd). Other cods, have TrapeBoOrj, equivalent to Vulg. "tradita sunt." 
6:22(23) Colb. agrees with B and L in omitting cts after tottos. Vulgate 

has "unus." 
6:23(24) Colb. "aedificari"=L, 71, 121 olKoBo/irjeiivcu. Vulgate, however, 

has " aedificare," following the usual reading okoSo/i^o-ai. 
6:24(25) Colb. gives the height of the temple that was to be built as 

" cubitorum sexaginta," from the ordinary reading tt'^^*"' el^tovra. 

But Vulg. has " decem," preserved elsewhere only by cod. 106 in a 

marginal reading from another hand. 
6:30(31) Colb. "ho8tiae"=al 6v<t(<u of 19, 108. Vulg. has "libationes" 

from Gk AB, oTrovSai. 
7:4 At the end of this verse Colb. has "usque in sextum annum Darii 

regis Persarum," from ews rov (ktov erous Aapcbv /Sao-iXews HtpaStv of 

A, N, 52, 55, 64, 119, 245, 248, Alex. (58, in part). The Vulg. agrees 

with all other codices in omitting. 
8 : 6 (7) Colb. = " Hierusalem " of AB and most cursives. Vulg. agrees with 

N, 64, 245, 248, Aid., Alex., 'Iepo<r6\v(m, in reading " Jerosolymam." 
8:20(22) Colb. "8al"=aa of cods. 58, 106, 121, 134,236(74) and Hebr. 

But other cods, have aX\d, and similarly Vulg. "alia." 
8: 21(23) Colb. " diligenter "=^B-iM«is of most Gk MSS. Vulg., however, 

omits with B, L, and 71, 74. 
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8:55(56) Colb. "sicut muneravit"=ovT<i)s e&op^o-avro of most codices. The 
Vulgate has o iStapryraro of cods. 68, 71, 120, 121, 236, 245. 

8r64(68) Colb. "Syriae"=2vpuis simply of B and L. V, however, has 
"C!oelesyriae"=i«KXip Svpuis of A. 

8:65(69) Colb. "ad Esdram"=T^ 'Eo-Spoi of 19, 108. But Vulgate "ad 
me"=/*oi of AB. 

The same differences of first and third persons, with necessary 
supplemental changes, occur in the verses immediately following, 
8:68(72); 69(73); 71(75); the Old Latin in all cases agreeing with 
L against the Vulgate and AB. 

3. The Old Latin and the Vulgate Closer to the A Group than to the 

Hexaplaric Text 
I have previously in this article referred to Greek A as being nearer 
the type of Greek transmitted by the Latin than is the B group. 
This is important to note, for B has regularly been accepted with 
slight question as being superior to the A tradition; yet the Old Latin 
is a powerful witness, and ought not to be lightly passed over. 
The following list is anything but exhaustive. The A readings are 
given first. 

1:8 Sv^^os] in some A cods, appearing as HcrvriXo's; O-L. "Suelus" (the 
Vulgate has omitted the entire line by accident). But B has 
'Ho-injAos, corrected by Ba' •> to ij <ruvo8(K. 

1:9 TcpofiaTa -irfyTaKurxiha] The O.L. and Vulg. have "ovium(oves) quin- 
que millia." But B has vrpo^ra xikia. 

1:36(38) Zapcucrjv] Here the O.L. reads "Zachariam," transposing the 
consonants p and k for the more familiar name. The Vulgate attests 
their proper order by "Zaracelem." In B the Greek has become 
permanently corrupted to Zopiov. 

1:53(56) Tous imXoiwovs &t6 poja<^<Mas d7n7yayov) The Vulgate translates 
accurately "reliquos a gladio duxerunt," and the O.L. somewhat 
more freely "reliquos qui remanserunt a gladio duxerunt." But B 
has changed the Greek around slightly, and so " improved "(?) to 
read with diflferent meaning roiis eiriAoiJrous aTrrjyaya' /jLera poii<l)aCai. 

2:16(17) KpiTtu] This is omitted by B, but appears in A just before 
iv KoiXr/ 'Sivpu}. Kal ^oiviKy. It is attested in both the O.L. and the 
Vulgate by "judices." 

A slight, though suggestive, variation occurs in 2:20(24), where 
instead of koBoSos — O.L. and Vulg. "descensus" — B has t$oSo's. 

4:45 ISou/xalbt] Both O.L. and Vulg. have "Idumaei"; but B reads 
lovSaioi. The same divergences appear again in 4:50. 
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The argument from the forms of proper names is largely vitiated 
by the fact that they have passed through such a long process of 
corruption in the Latin itself. Nevertheless the trend of the evidence 
seems to me unmistakable, for some of the instances are quite clear 
and convincing. 

5:9 So^t] This name is supported by "Safat" of O.L. But both B and 
Vulg. omit. B does, it is true, have an A(ra<\> written in the margin 
from a later hand; but the omission by Vulg. indicates that some 
texts did not have it. 

5:11 $aa6] in the compound ^aaOfmafi. Colb. has "Fammoabis," join- 
ing the following cts of the Greek to the proper name. The Vulg. 
reads "Phoemo," omitting the remainder. But B has ^daXei. 
Ia)aj8] Colb. "Job," and Vulg. " Joabes." B reads Fo^oafi. 

5:14 ASivov] Colb. reads "Adinue" and Vulg. "Adin"; but B has ASe- 
iXiov. 

8:2 Afiapiov] Vulg. has "Ameri," and Colb. with a familiar corruption 
"Abariae." B, however, has A/mpOeiov. 

%i88ovKov] Colb. and Vulg. "Sadoc." But B reads SaSSovXovicov. 

5:24 'AvtuTL/S (or Somo-ijS)] Colb. has "Enassibe," and Vulg. "Eliasib." 
B reads 2avai3a$, transposing the last two consonants. 

5:32 MccSSa] This is supported by Colb. "Gedda," and is rendered 
exactly by Vulg. " Meedda." But B has AcSSa. 

Immediately following, Gk A reads viol Kv6a, viol Xapea, the 
original of Colb. "filii Cutha, iilii Caret," and of Vulg. "iilii Phusa, 
filii Caree." But B omits entirely. In this same verse "Barches" of 
Colb. and "Barcus" of Vulg. are closer to Bapxove of A than Ba^ovs 
of B. 

5:37 AaXav] This form is attested by Colb. "Dathan" and by Vulg. 
"Dalari"; but B has Ao-av. 

9:31 ASSiNaa^os] Colb. has "Jadina Athus" and Vulg. "Addin Naa- 
thus." B has ASBav Aa^os. 

9:34 Icotrjjflos] Vulg. has " Josephus" (Colb. omits); B has $o<npros. 

9 : 46 Eo-Spas] Colb. reads " Esdra " and Vulg. " Esdras " ; but B has A^aptas. 

9:48 TaKov^oi Sa/SaToios] Colb. has "Acub et Sabbathaeus" and Vulg. 
"Accubus et Sabbathaeus." But B reads lapo-ovySoos, A/3t<uos. 

9:31 MaT^ai/tas] Colb. has "Matthanias" and Vulg. " Mathathias." B, 
however, reads Beo-Kao-irao-p.vs. 

Certain of the plus and minus quantities of A and B are quite 
important in this regard. For example, in 7:46 A has a line not 
found in B, but attested by the Old Latin; it is ?<os tou octov frovs 
Aapiov Bao-iXews ILipa-tov, exactly equivalent to "usque in sextum 
annum Darii regis Persarum" of Colb. 

8 : 20(22) At the end of this verse A reads koI oAAa Ik irX^^ow iravra. This 
is supported by Colb. and Vulg. alike. Colb. has "caetera sine 
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mensura. Omnia," and Vulg. "alia (quaecumque abundant) sine 

taxatione. Omnia." B, however, omits entirely. 
8:8(9) B omits a line, St rm ypa<f>€vT<K irpoo-Tay/uaTos, found in A and sup- 
ported by both the Old Latin and the Vulgate. 
8:25(28) koI chrcv Eo-Spas o ypa/x/MTtvi] B omits; but its authenticity is 

attested by Colb. "Et dixit Esdras," by Vulg. "Et dixit Esdras 

scriba," and by Mansi also. 
8:46(48) In the place of &8po imarrnxova of B, A reads koI ijyayev^iuv 

Kara rrjv Kpartlav X^'P" ''O'' Kvpiov rjiiuiv avSpos tjrio-nj/u.dvus. The Vulgate 

has " et adduxerunt nobis secundum manum validam Domini (Dei) 

nostri viros peritos," and Colb. "et adduxerunt nobis secundum 

fortem Domini viros peritos." 
8:47(49) A has at the beginning of this verse koX ktrifimv Kal Awovvov /cat 

Oauiav a&(X<l>ov, attested by Colb. in " et Asbiam et Annunum et Aman 

fratrem" and by Vulg. in "Asbiam et Amin"; but B omits. 
9: 11 Both Colb. and Vulg. agree with A in omitting koI ovk evpo/icv found 

inB. 
9:9 B omits the words tSv yvmiKlov in the phrase anbriov ywaiKS>vTS>v 

dAAoyevoiv. It is rendered "ab uxoribus aliaenigenis " by the Old 

Latin and by the Vulgate alike. 
8:51(52) B omits alTrjaai t6v /Sao-iXea, preserved by A, and rendered by 

Colb. and Vulg. "petere a rege." 

B also omits koI (cod. 19, tis) irpowoixTT^v of A, and attested by 

" deductionem " of Colb. and "in comitatu" of Vulg. 
8:56(58) xpw-o"8^] Colb. has "simili auro" and Vulg. "auti speciem"; 

but B omits. 
8:61(63) B omits ry rjit-ipa rfi TtTopTy of A. Colb. has "quarta die" and 

Vulg. similarly " quarta (autem) die." 

There are also a number of minor phenomena of the same general 
character; but since to make an exhaustive comparison of the Greek 
falls outside the scope of this article, I have purposely refrained from 
including them. I have aimed to present sufficient proof merely 
to show beyond the possibility of a doubt the general agreement of 
both Latin texts with the MSS of the A family rather than with those 
of the Hexaplaric group. This does not mean that the Latin never 
follows the Hexaplaric Greek rather than the A family; for that there 
should be no instances in which the Hexaplaric Greek has preserved 
a superior reading, or that the Latin has never had an inferior reading 
of the Greek before it, is more than could reasonably be expected; 
but that it inclines to A rather than to B in nine cases out of ten is, 
I feel sure, a modest estimate. 
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vii. the old latin from a greek text op the syrian type 

Having shown that the Old Latin and the Vulgate are independent 
versions, and are descended from different Greek originals, our next 
step is to point out that the Old Latin, at least, is from a type of 
Greek which differed at important points from the "Egyptian" 
tradition preserved in the A and B groups. Much of this evidence 
has already been presented in our discussion of the contention that 
the Old Latin and the Vulgate are from different Greek originals; 
and so much of the data as have been touched upon in previous 
sections will be alluded to as briefly as possible at this point. Follow- 
ing are some of the more important instances. Many of the pas- 
sages show but slight variations, yet all are significant. 

1:3 Colb. "et posuerunt arcam sanctam," which reading is attested by 
cod. 108 (cat c$riKav Trjv ayiav Ki^iarov. All codices of the AB groups, 
however, have iv ry Oarti rrji dyias KiPoyroiv, and this latter is what the 
translator of the Vulgate had before him. Furthermore, the Syriac 
in a conflate reading attests both Colb. and Vulgate. 

1:4 Colb. prefixes "et dixit," attested by cod. 108 (and by Gk of II Chron. 
35:3). But all other Gk codices, together with Vulgate, omit. 

Colb. "nunc autem " is equivalent to cod. 108, vvv ovv. The other 
Gk cods, have koI vw, from which Vulg. gets " et nunc." 

Colb. "domus cognationum vestrarum secundum vices dierum" 
is attested by cod. 108 (and Syr.), tov <hkov tS>v Trarprnv vfi.S)v Kara ras 
i<l>riit£piai. Gk A has, however, [xat troi/nacrc] Kara Tas irarpmi k<u ran 
<^vX,as, and this is the original of the Vulgate, "secundum pagos & 
tribus vestras." 

Colb. " secundum constitionem regfis " must be a somewhat free 
rendering of Colb., 8ta x"pos tov ^Sao-iXtojs (translated literally by the 
Syriac); for it cannot be from Gk AB Kwra rriv ixeyaKtioTriTa, equiva- 
lent to Vulg. "secundum magniiicentiam." 

1:6 Colb. "et pars domus cognationis Levitis et" has no point of simi- 
larity with Gk AB, but is exactly equivalent to cod. 108 (again 
supported by the Syriac), koI /xtpK o'kov varplais rots AeviVais ■ koX 
Gk AB has merely iv raia, which even Vulg. omits— thus suggesting 
that it is a later expansion in the Gk, or at least from a different 
stream than Vulg. represents, and so conflate in cod. 108. 

1:5 Colb. "state" cannot come from Gk AB o-TavTts or Travres, but only 
from cod. 108, ot^tc. 

1:7(8) Colb. "et principes ejus dederunt initia" has not the slightest 
resemblance to Gk AB kot cwayyeXtav, but is an exact translation of 
the Gk preserved by cod. 108, koL ol ap-)(pvTi% aurov awfipiavTo. 
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Similarly in 1:9 Colb. has "initia dederunt," cod. 108, aTrrjpiavTo. 

But possibly the most striking instance is found in 1:10-11. 
Here L has preserved two long variant readings almost in their 
entirety. They are so closely parallel that whenever there is an 
omission in one or the other it is possible to reconstruct with almost 
absolute assurance the original reading. First L records the Greek 
from which the Old Latin was made, and follows with the Greek 
of AB, the original of the Vulgate. (See the text of the passage 
printed above, under "III. The Witness of the Greek Texts.") 

The long omission in the AB form of the Greek, as well as the 
closer parallel of La, proves conclusively that Colb. comes from a 
different type of Greek from AB. The omission in AB evidently 
occurred through the presence of a second Kara ra? fjbepiBap)^{a<;^ 
before t&p iraTepcov; for to correspond with this La has eirl ra? 
SiaipecreK .... Kara ra^ 8iaipecrei<i. But this corruption also evi- 
dently took place quite early, for it is followed closely by the 
Vulgate. 

It is true that L has no parallel for "habebant azyma secundum 
constitutionem," but in the light of the other parallels it is almost 
certain that this has been omitted by accident, though possibly by 
design for a slightly smoother reading of the conflated text. 

1:11(12) Ck)lb., "immolaverunt vitulos"=cod. 108, eOwav rovs /xoo-xous ; 

but AB have ovtu> to irpmivov. 
1:12(13) Colb., "filiis populo, et ex his "= cod. 108, toTs vtots tov Xaov, koI 

air avT&v ; blit Gk AB has toTs ck tov Xam- /ifra St raCra. 
1:13(14) Colb., "adipes et holocausta"=cod. 108, to. aTtaTa kox bkoKavrw- 

jjara. But Gk AB has to o-TaiTa only; so Vulg. "adipes" only. 
1:15 Colb. adds "& principes"=cod. 108, kol ol apxovrei. All other Gk 

omits. 
1:15(16) Colb., "portarum non discedebant unusquisque a servitute sua" 

is much nearer to cod. 108, TrvXtj? koI Trvkrfs ovk ■^v avTots Kiveurdcu 

eKCUTTOV diro T^s XetTOupytas avT&v than it is to AB 1<I>' eKMrrov irvASvos' 

OVK IcTt irapafirjvai. hauTTov tov iavTOV icjirj/Jiepuxv. 
1:16(17) Colb. prefixes "et directum est "= cod. 108, kol KaTiapdiadr). No 

other Gk has this. 

9/xepi8apxiois may be a substitution for the original reading SiaipeVeis by the Egyptian 
recensors; but in any case it is clear that the omitted section is the result of homoioteUuton 
in the Greek, and that this occurred relatively early. 
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1:16(18) Colb., "ut facerent Pascha, et efferent holocausta"=cod. 108, 
Tov ■Troajaai to <j>a(T€)^ koI iveyKtiv to. oXoKavTm/uiTa, to correspond with 
which Gk AB has simply d^^vat to irdxrya. 

1:18(20) Colb., "a diebus"=cod. 108, &,rh t5>v vf^pmv. Gk AB has diri 
tS>v )(p6v<i>v. 

2:6 Colb., "& dent animum Domino "= cod. 108, xat irpodvfjutivOaxTav tw 
Kvpio). No other Gk codex has this. 

3:21(22) Colb., "sine litteris," cannot be a translation of Gk AB Sio. 
ToXavTw (Vulg., "per talanta"), but of Gk represented by cod. 108, 
8ta ypajxjMTwv — an original Sixa becoming ha through error of trans- 
mission. Even Sang, retains "sine litteris." 

4:52 The omission of evraKaiStKa before rdXavra, found in all Gk except 
cod. 108, by Colb., Sang., Vulg., and Syriac. 

4:55 Colb., "dari"=cod. 108, 8o%at. Gk AB has 8owai(= Vulg., "dare"). 

6:3 Colb. has "cum eis," equivalent to dvrots in the phrase <rw6vT<ov avrdts 
T&v -irpoifytjTwv. Gk AB omits this avTots, and it is preserved in L 
only. It is further attested by the Vulg., which has "eis." 

6:31 The reading "hostiae .... instanter" of Colb. has no parallel in 
AB, but is supported by L inaiOva-uu .... «v8c\cx^?- 

8:90(95) Colb. inserts an "exsurgentes dixerunt Esdrae," supported by 
L, but occurring in no AB MS except the doubtful cod. 121. 

(Cod. 121 lies between AB and L, and in this particular section 
is closer to L.) 

9:1 Colb. has no equivalent for 'Iwvav rau Nao-t/Sov. This might be 
regarded as an accidental omission but for the fact that L also 
omits entirely. 

Many more illustrations could be adduced, but it seems to me 
that these are already more than sufficient. The conclusion is, 
that the Old Latin version of First Esdras, now surviving in the Col- 
bertinus MS, was a generally faithful (though occasionally somewhat 
free) rendering of a Greek text of the Syro-Palestinian type which 
formed the basis of the L recension. 

VIII. THE VULGATE AND OUR EGYPTIAN GREEK TEXT 

There is no doubt that the Vulgate follows, in general, the Egyp- 
tian type of text; but it is important the observe that its Greek 
original differed, at a number of points, from the form of the Egyptian 
recension which is known to us. The instances are neither very 
numerous nor very striking where these points of departure from the 
Egyptian Greek occur; moreover a number of them might indi- 
vidually be explained on other grounds. Yet enough of them, it 
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seems to me, show unmistakable evidence of coming from a Greek 
text which had readings no longer preserved in our Egyptian Greek 
to carry with them most of the other less certain cases. Some of 
these unusual readings, as we should expect, are supported by the 
L Greek. 

In 4:63 we have the conclusion of an account of the religious 
ceremonies and festivities which accompanied the arrival of the 
royal decree permitting the return and authorizing the rebuilding 
of the temple. Colb. ends with "et cymbalis percutiebant cum 
musicis in gaudio magno diebus septem." Sang, reads "et exsul- 
taverunt cum cymbalis et cum musicis percutiebant diebus septem," 
this being manifestly a conflation of the Old Latin with the Vulgate 
"et exsultaverunt cum musicis et laetitia diebus septem." There 
is here not the slightest suspicion of contamination of the Vulgate 
from the Old Latin. Now every extant Greek manuscript reads Kal 
iKcodmvi^ovTo fiera fiv(7iKa>v Kal ;\;o/9as rifiepa<; eirrd. This can cer- 
tainly not be the verb which the Old Latin read here; for Kwdwvi^w 
means "to drink heavily; to get drunk," and we could explain such 
rendering only on the grounds of a great softening of what sounded 
like a very harsh and unpleasant statement to the translator. It is 
easier to suppose a different Greek reading, especially as a simple con- 
jectural change in the present Greek supplies the very word we want; 
it is the substitution of hior 6; for the verb K(o8mvi^m gives just the 
meaning we require, and was undoubtedly before the translator of 
the Old Latin. Whether or not this was the original of the Vulgate 
rendering " exsultaverunt " is admittedly doubtful, for the conjectured 
K(o8(ovi^co means properly "to make a clanging noise by striking 
bells or cymbals," and although "exsultaverunt" might well be 
used to translate such a verb, it might also be a softening of the 
objectionable Ka>da>viX<o. In any event this instance has served to 
indicate that the Old Latin, at least, has preserved readings quite 
lost in the Greek. Of course, this is hardly a separate Greek reading; 
but rather indicates a very slight corruption of the original. It 
is merely suggestive of what might and unquestionably did often 
occur in the transmission of the text, viz., that a certain reading 
should become entirely excluded or supplanted by another. 

A somewhat similar instance is found in 6:25. The text here 
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seems a trifle confused, and may have been corrupt when the trans- 
lations were made. But if so, it appears to have become even more 
corrupt since; for in place of the phrase Bia Bo/mov both Colb. and 
Vulgate have "quadratum." This coincidence in two versions 
otherwise quite diverse is not without a certain force. Whatever 
the original, we can be reasonably certain it was not Bia[, Bo/mov. 

A third- important passage bearing on this point is 3:21. All 
Gk MSS have KapSta<: rroiel TrXouo-ta?, and this reading is fol- 
lowed by the Mansi version, "animas facit divites." Both Colb. 
and Vulg. give quite a different meaning. Colb. has " corda facit 
honesta" (so also Sang.), and Vulg. has "praecordia facit honesta." 
In view of this fact it would appear that the Greek original of the 
Old Latin and the Vulgate was probably airXovaai;, a relatively 
easy variant of TrXoucrta?. 

1:9 Vulg. has "vitulos quingentos," supported by cod. 108, jaoo-^ous 
jrevraKoo-tous. All other Gk reads /[tdcrj^ovs €irTaK<xrtot)s. 

1: 14 Gk AB has rots UptCo-tv dSeA.<^o«. But Vulg. (and Colb.) omit any 
equivalent for 'upaxnv, reading simply " fratribus." 

1:37(39) "in terra Juda" of the Vulg. (Colb., Sang.="ln Judaea") is 
closer to cod. 108, iv ry 'lovScua than to AB t^s 'louSeuas. 

4:62 All Gk, except cod. 108, have enraKatStKa before ToAflvro. Vulg., 
Colb., Sang., and Syriac all agree with cod. 108 in omitting. 

8:60(62) Vulg., "Thia"=L, ®€ia, and not AB, @fpa. 

8:88(92) Vulg. adds "et juvenculae" to its list of the returning exiles — 
the "viri et mulieres et juvenes" — only in L, koI n-at&ipta. (Even 
Colb. omits this!) 

9:12 Vulg. has an "apud se," only in L, mip' eavroU. Colb. likewise 
reads "apud se." 

9:13 Vulg., "ex omni loco"=L, i$ iKaarov tAjtov, and not AB, Ik rmi tottov. 

1:33(35) A slight indication of a different reading is the unusual "Jero- 
solymis"=L, 'lepoaoX.vfwi's, where all other Gk has 'lepovo-oXjJjtt. Colb. 
likewise has " Jerosolymis." 

4:48 The word koCXti in the phrase Koik-g 'Sivpiq. koI ^oivikt) is omitted by 
both Vulg. and Colb. All Greek has this full expression, and it also 
appears in Sang, and Mans.; but as the former of these two MSS 
shows evidence of late correction from the AB type of Greek, and 
the latter is a late translation anyway, their testimony is of relatively 
small value. On the other hand, we see from such passages as 
1:10-11 that the AB families early suffered some slight permanent 
corruption; so that it seems to me most probable that the Vulg. and 
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the Colb. did come from a text which lacked the KoiXrj — either 
because slightly inferior, or else that this word was subsequently 
added to make the phrase conform to the usual one, as above. 

6:2(3) Vulg. "cum adessent eis prophetae Domni et" is exactly equiva- 
lent to L awovrav avrots tS>v TtpoK^rfutv tbIv Kvpt'ov lau. ; but AB omits 
avToTs, and Kot is preserved doubtfully only by cod. 58. 

6:10(11) Both Vulg. and Colb. omit any equivalent for rovrm in the 
phrase tSv irpta-^vripiov TovTcov, though all Greek except cods. 19 and 
44 have it. Inasmuch as cod. 44 is very prone to abridge, it is 
probably safe to ignore this one A codex, and regard L alone as 
preserving the original text of Vulg. and Colb. 

6: 11(12) Both Vulg. and Colb. begin the verse with " idea." No support 
for this reading is found in the present Greek, and it may possibly 
be a free rendering in each version; yet the Hebrew has rs^"! , which 
is far from being conclusive, it is true, but which may yet indicate an 
authentic Greek equivalent. 

8:40 This entire verse is wanting in both Vulg. and Colb. It appears in 
AB and L; but that its omission is scarcely accidental in the Latin 
is attested by the omission likewise by cods. 52, 119, and by the fact 
that cod. 64 has it only in a marginal reading. 

A rather doubtful, but not impossible, passage occurs in 1 ;24(26), 
where tt/jo? avrov of ABL (Colb., " ad eum ") is rendered " ad Josiam " 
by the Vulgate. This certainly sounds like an interpretative para- 
phrase. On the other hand, Vulg. is not given to free renderings; 
nor does there seem, to be the slightest need of such an interpretation 
here; for there is no ambiguity in the reading of Colb. "ad eum." 
It is fortunate, therefore, that we have a reading which is an exact 
equivalent of the Vulgate, tt/jo? 'loxriav, given by Theodotion, in 
Cat. Nic, ii, 943. 

In addition, the Vulgate occasionally agrees with Colb. against 
AB in difference of tense or mood; e.g., in 8:24(27), where AB has 
Ko\a(ydr)crovTai, the Vulgate renders "plectantur" (Colb., "pun- 
ientur ") . But L has KoXal^eirOwaav. 

It is at just this point that the Mansi version furnishes some 
valuable corroboratory evidence. In 4:34 our present Greek reads 
KaX Tap^us Tw Spo/jup 6 ■^\to? ori <TTpe(j)eTai, iv t« kvkKo) tov ovpavov 
kt\, which finds no exact equivalent in any Latin version. Colb. 
reads "et velox cursus solis convertitur in gyro coeli etc.," and Vulg., 
"et velox cursus solis convertit in gyro coelum etc." The evidence 
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of these two versions in themselves would be rather doubtful, even 
though we know that as versions they are quite independent. Even 
the witness of Sang., "et velox cursus solis quem convertit," etc., 
would hardly prove beyond a doubt that the Latin has preserved 
authentic readings; though the addition of "quem" may indicate 
that its redactor has referred to the Greek at this point, and if so, it 
would be easiest to conclude that the Greek the redactor had before him 
was very similar to that which we would naturally think the original 
translators of Colb. and the Vulgate had before them, with the addition 
of some particle similar to the oti of the present Greek. But when 
we take into account the independent witness of the Mansi version, 
with its different vocabulary and its different idiom, reading "et 
citatus cursu solis regredietur," etc., it becomes practically certain 
that Colb. and Vulg. do represent an authentic Greek reading. 
Furthermore, we can trace the development of the corruption 
in the Greek. The earlier form of the Greek was undoubtedly 
ical Ta'xp'i 6 Sp6fio^ Tov rfkiov (Trpe(f>erai «tX, attested by Colb. 
and Vulg. The next distinct step was that suggested by Mans., 
when o Bp6iJ,o<; becomes ra> Bpofitp. The third stage is our present 
Greek. 

A similar case appears in 8:12(13), where Gk A reads aKoXovdoK 
ft>? €)(ei (119, ffl? €%€«. B, ^ %e«) ei* rw vojMp Kvpiov. Now Colb. 
reads "et obediant omnes legi Dei," which at first sight looks like an 
all around corruption, or a very free paraphrase. But when we com- 
pare the rendering of the Vulgate, which here as elsewhere follows the 
Greek quite closely — "observantes sicut habes in lege Domini" — it 
seems far simpler and more probable to conjecture an original aico- 
Xovdovvrei in place of the present aKoXovffax;. And this conjecture 
is supported by the Mansi version, which has "quod consequens 
est secundum legem quam habes." To be sure, the text is not per- 
fectly certain here, and the order is reversed as well; but the form 
of the Mansi version can better be explained on the basis of a par- 
ticiple rather than a preposition in the Greek, or possibly both 
participle and preposition by dittography. The Mansi rendering 
also suggests that this participle had become singular instead of 
plural at the time this version was made, and so provides an easy 
step for the change to its present form. 
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Inasmuch as it is a characteristic of the Mansi translator to shorten 
redundant expressions, it is not always easy to determine whether 
or not he had such expanded form of the Greek before him. But 
in a few instances I think we can say, without any hesitancy, that 
he probably did not. One such is found in 4:37 in "rravra to, ep'ya 
aiiT&v, irdvTa to TOiavra. Every Greek codex has this (except 
245, which omits the entire section.) Yet every Latin version — 
Colb., Vulg.,and Mans. — omits the second member, -rravra ra roiavra. 
In view of this fact it seems to me that we must regard the Trdvra rd 
Toiavra as a corruption of trdvra rd epya avi&v. 

Somewhat different is the case of the roVe which appears twice 
in 4:41 in the line ical Tra? 6 Xao<; Tore i<f>ci)vr](Tev Kal rore elrrov. 
This rore is omitted in each instance by Vulg. and Mans., and Colb. 
has it only at the beginning in "tunc omnis populus" etc., i.e., as 
if from rore rrd'; 6 Xaw KrX. That Colb. preserves the Aramaic 
idiom is apparent at once; for roVe must be here, as elsewhere, simply 
the rendering of the familiar T^i^S or y^^ used only to intro- 
duce a clause. Evidently this rore which was in the Greek original 
of Colb. — but probably not in the original of Vulg. and Mans. — 
eventually became a part of all Greek MSS through conflation, and 
at last was repeated a second time by copyists. 

Another example of late accretion appears in 4:46 where all 
Greek codices agree in reading iva iroirjarj'; rijv evx^v V V^^^ ^qi 
^acrcXel rov ovpavov rroiriaai iic arofiaro'} ffov, but where Colb., 
Vulg., and Mans, are at one in omitting the word rroirja-ai. In 
view of their united testimony it is improbable that this phrase 
appeared in the 'Greek from which, these translations were made, 
though of course not impossible that it was in some Greek tradition 
by this time. It may possibly have originated in a careless repetition 
of the preceding Trot/jo-j;?. 

In 4:47 in the list of officers, ot/coi/rf^ow xal roTrdpxa<> Koi 
(Trparr)yov<! Kal aarpdira's, both Vulgate and Mansi lack an equivalent 
for Kal roTrdp)^a<;, though Colb. has "et praefectos locorum." All 
Greek codices have the list in full; yet the insecurity of the text 
is indicated by the varying order in the different codices. Since 
these lists are especially subject to addition — cf. 3:2; 3:14; 4:49; 
Dan. 3:2 — and as it is difficult to suppose that either Mans, or Vulg. 
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would have omitted this phrase had it been in the Greek which their 
authors had before them, we should probably conclude that here, 
too, we have an accurate translation of the Greek original of these 
two Latin versions. 

Probably the word /lovo^ — 8:25(28) — in the phrase eiXoyrjTtx; 
fiovof 6 Kvpio'i is likewise a late accretion. All Greek except cods. 71 
and 108 have it; but Colb., Vulg., and Mans, alike omit. 

In 2:14(15) the Greek reads aveve'^Ori SI inro "LavaBacra-apov 
afia Tot9 eK ttj? atj^^aXoxrtW e/c Ba/SuXwi'o? et? 'lepovaaXr/fi. F6r 
this Colb. has "adtulit Sabassaro cum his qui revertebantur de 
Babylonia in Hierosolymam," and Vulg. "et enumerata sunt Sal- 
manasaro simul cum his qui ex captivitate Babyloniae venerunt in 
Jerosolymam." Separately either one of these might be regarded 
as a rather free translation, but hardly so collectively; for, although 
the phrase ol e/c ttj? aix/^aXaxria'; did become practically equivalent 
to "the returned" and might be so rendered by some translators, 
there is no reason to think that the Latin translators of I Esdras 
so rendered it. On the contrary, in the other instances where we 
meet this expression it is uniformly translated " captivitas " by both 
Colb. and Vulg.; cf. 5:7; 5:54(56); 5:64(67); 6:8; 6:27(28); 7:6; 
7:10, 12, 13; 8:63(66); 8:74(78); 9:3; 9:15. Moreover, in the 
present instance the Vulgate has, as usual, this phrase "qui ex 
captivitate," but has added a word not found in any Greek text — 
"venerunt" — though supported by Colb. "revertebantur." There- 
fore the presumption which naturally arises from the fact that the 
Vulgate does stick so very literally to the Greek receives important 
verification in this ease also. For there is no apparent reason why 
the addition of "venerunt" should have been deemed necessary 
by the Vulgate translator. But there is one further consideration; 
the Colb. translator evidently did not have e/c t?)? at;^/iaXa)ffia? in 
the Greek which was before him, but some verbal form which he 
rendered "revertebantur." This is so closely parallel to the Vulgate 
" venerunt " that I cannot help thinking that instead of e/c rrj? alxf^a- 
XftMTta? the author of Colb. read some participial form of epxo/iai or 
^aivco. We should then have to suppose that the Vulgate translator 
had before him a Greek text that was conflate with these two read- 
ings, and that our present Greek has descended from one form 
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of the tradition only. It seems to me that this is quite probable. 
Cf., however, 5:64(67). 

Chap. 5 contains several examples of proper names found in both 
Colb. and Vulg., but wanting in the Greek. On internal evidence 
it is difficult to suppose that these have been introduced into one 
version from the other; so that we are shut up to the conclusion that 
they really appeared in some Greek codices of the period from which 
the Latin versions date. 

In 5:16 Colb. has "filii Erdaenabae, DCXXXII" and Vulg., 
"filii Jedarbone, centum triginta duo," which finds no equivalent 
in the Greek. The two forms of the name are really remarkably 
close, the Vulgate having merely transposed the order of the con- 
sonants as found in the Colb. The name seems to be a compound of 
Tn; and iaS . 

"At the eiid of 5 : 20 Colb. has "qui de Aebeae CXXVII " and Vulg., 
"qui ex Bastaro centum viginti duo," which also has no equivalent 
in the Greek. 

Again in 5:26 Colb, has an "Eredian" and Vulg. a "Serebias" 
not found in the Greek. 

Between 5:26 and 5:27 of the Greek there is an entire verse in 
the Latin. Colb. has "filii et filiae et mulieres; omnis numerus 
DCCXLII"; and Vulg. "filii et filiae et uxores; omnis computatio 
quadraginta millia ducenti quadraginta duo." These agree closely 
in meaning; while Colb. "mulieres .... numerus," correspond- 
ing to Vulg. "uxores .... computatio," argues against the sus- 
picion of corruption of one version from the other. The chief 
objection lies in the fact that this verse seems to contain data repeated 
in 5:1 and 5:41; but even if the possibility be granted that this 
verse may be made up from the last-mentioned passages, it does not 
follow that the Latin translators were guilty of this act; but rather, 
on the contrary, that they simply followed what was already in the 
Greek which they had. 

In 5:34 Colb. has "filii Ami, filii Saphiu"; and Vulg., "filii Amae, 
filii Sasus," which is not in the Greek. 

The Vulgate again agrees with Colb. against the Greek in 5 : 53 (55). 
The Greek reads xal eBoxav .... xdppa .... ek to nrapd'yeiv 
. . , . ^v\a KeBpiva Kal Sia^epeiv crxeBia^ ek r'ov '\6inrif; Xi/ieva. 
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But instead of the last clause Colb. has "et facerent rates in portu 
Joppen" and Vulg. "et facerent rates in Joppe portu." It is highly 
improbable that the Latin could have come from the above form of 
the Greek. It is easier to suppose a Greek text which read ical -ttoi- 
rjaai, ff'X^eSia'i ev rm 'I6inrr]<i Xifievi. 

Of some slight value is the variation in 5:54(56), where in place 
of a singular Trapayevofievo'i the Latin has a plural. The Colb. 
reads "venerunt" and the Vulgate "venientes," as if from irapaye- 
v6ixevoi,, and this is further supported by DStlSl of the Hebrew. 

The two following examples have the support of Gk L. The 
first occurs in 5:57(59) in the phrase /^era fivamSiv /cal aaXiriy- 
76)1'. Colb., Vulg., and Gk L alike omit fiva-iKMv koX. The second 
occurs in 6:20(21), in the line vvv ovv el /cplverai, ^aaiXev, eVt- 
o-KCTT^Tft). Here Gk L has preserved the reading et tcpivw; .... 
iiTiaKe<})d'^T(o, translated by Colb., "nunc ergo, si judicas, rex, requi- 
ratur" and by Vulg., "nunc ergo, si judicatur a te, o rex, perqui- 
ratur." 

Finally, at the very end of the I Esdras fragment there appears 
in the Latin a verse not found in the Greek. It is universally recog- 
nized that 9:55 breaks off abruptly with the words kuI eirca-vvrj- 
xOrj'^av, and what Greek words followed is at best a mere matter of 
conjecture. Greek L sought to correct the difficulty, or at least 
to improve the situation, by borrowing from the Greek of Neh. 
8:13. Something like this appears to have been the situation in the 
Greek original of Colb. and Vulg. The Colb. adds " omnes in Hieru- 
salem jocundari secundum dispositionem Domini Dei Israel," and 
the Vulg. has "universi in Jerusalem celebrare laetitiam secundum 
testamentum Domini Dei Israel." It is perfectly clear that the 
above is not a translation of Gk L; yet that these Latin versions 
do represent a real translation or translations from some Greek 
text is, in my judgment, beyond dispute. Whether or not the Vulgate 
is here an independent translation, or merely a more elegant phrasing 
of the Old Latin, may not be certain. Judging from a comparison 
of the two versions as a whole, I should say that interdependence 
is not very probable, and the differences in vocabulary and idiom in 
this particular passage rather bear out this presupposition. On 
the other hand, it is easier to allow the possibility of such borrowing 
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at the end of a book; and especially where, as here, something had 
manifestly been lost from the Greek. 

It may be urged in objection that it is extremely improbable that 
readings in existence so late as it is assumed certain of these must have 
been would have been so completely lost. I can only point to the 
evidence, and let it speak for itself. The corrupt and fragmentary 
condition of many Greek codices suggests a possible explanation. 
It is not urged that the Latin is superior at these points of divergence, 
but only that it may be so at certain of them. Some further light on 
this subject may perhaps be found in the Appendix, below, which 
aims to show how our present Greek, of the Egyptian type especially, 
has suffered permanent change through conflation. It is quite 
certain that we do not possess in its purity the original Egyptian 
recension. 

APPENDIX 

examples of conflation in the EGYPTIAN GREEK 

The foregoing discussion has shown, I think, that the Latin versions 
are important aids to the textual criticism of the Greek of I Esdras. 
Our study of individual passages has indicated that the present 
Greek is by no means of irreproachable integrity. A number of 
cases have been shown where the Greek seems to have suffered 
permanent alteration in transmission, and where sense and witness 
of the versions alike demand reconstruction. So we may be pre- 
pared to find that among other things incidental to the fortunes of 
textual transmission Gk A or Gk B have become slightly conflate 
from variant readings. The instances of the kind are not numerous, 
it is true; but it will probably be agreed that the most of the following 
are most satisfactorily explained on the assumption of accidental 
conflation. 

A simple and fairly certain example occurs in 8:85(89), where 
all Greek codices agree in reading «»? rov fit) KaraXiirelv pt^av kuI 
(TTrepfia Koi ovofia rjii&v. The conflation lies in the two variants koX 
airepfia and ical ovofxa. For that these are merely variant translations 
is indicated not merely by the fact that the Hebrew has only the 
ambiguous HCbB, but also by the fact that Colb. — "et semen," 
without any equivalent for ovofia — evidently had only the former 
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of these two expressions, while the Vulgate had only the second of 
the two, as shown by its "nomen" without any rendering of (nrepfia. 
This explanation of the above phemomena is borne out by a compari- 
son of another passage, 8:75(79), preceding this one by only a few 
verses, in which the phrase pi^av Koi ovofia appears, and which 
without a doubt gives the clue to the appearance of &voimi in the 
passage under discussion. The explanation is this: Originally the 
Greek read simply pi^av koi (rirepua ^fi&v, as indicated by our oldest 
witness, the Old Latin; next, some copyist, with the previous piXav 
KoX ovofia of 8:75(79) ringing in his ears, wrote ovo/ia instead of 
arrep/ia here, and this form is witnessed to by the Vulgate. Finally, 
this error was " corrected " by a later hand in the margin or in some 
equally easy and natural way crept into all the Greek manuscripts. 

A similar, though somewhat less certain, instance occurs in 2 : 23 
(27), where the present Greek reads /Soo-tXet? lerxvpol icai a-KXrjpoL 
Here Colb. has " reges duri " only, and the Vulgate " reges f ortissimi " 
only. Again, the Aramaic has but one word, "fpri , while for 
textual evidence there is the slight support of cod. 71, which has 
aKXrjpoi only, and of cod. 44, which has lcr)(^vpoi only. The tendency 
of these two codices to abridge discounts the weight of their testi- 
mony very considerably; yet it is not utterly to be ignored when it 
falls in line with other strong witnesses. In this case also the Greek 
of Ezra 4:20 has tV^^u/sot only. 

If we have been correct in our estimate of the Mansi version, it 
would appear that the reading in 4:37 — Trdvra to. epja avr&v, 
trdvra ra roiavra — is conflate. For all three Latin versions omit the 
second number of the Greek phrase, which is probably merely a 
corrupt writing of the first member, Trdvra rh epya avrwi'. 

Again, the roVe which appears twice in 4:41 in the line kuI ttS? o 
Xab<; Tore i<f>iovriaep Kal Tore eiTrev seems to have been introduced 
into our present Greek texts from a single roVe which was in the 
Greek original of the Colbertinus MS (shown by its "tunc omnis 
populus," etc.; Aramaic ',^1S! or "j"]'7S<3), inasmuch as it does not 
appear in either the Vulgate or the Mansi version. 

Whether the presence in all extant Greek codices of the kuI 
Totrdpxa'i in the lists of officers given in 4:47 — oIkovSixoxk koX to- 
trdp'xa'i Kal (TTpaTr}'yoii^ Kal aarpdirai; — is the result of comparison 
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with the Greek original of Colb. or some similar text, or comes from 
recollection of the lists in 3:2, 3:14, 4:49, Dan. 3:2, it is at least 
significant that all our present Greek texts have the fuller form; 
whereas the Vulgate and the Mansi versions agree in omitting the 
Koi TOTrdpj(a'i. 

In 4:3 there is almost conclusive evidence of conflation. The 
Greek reads (a) irav 6 eav tttrri avTol<;, evaKOvovaiv (h) eav eiTTTj, 
TToiTjTe TToXefiov €T€po<; Trpo? Tov erepov, jroiovaiv. The Greek is 
practically unanimous in the above reading, except that a few A 
codices have ttoiovo-iv in place of ivaKovovaiv. The Colb. version, 
however, omits (a) entirely, having simply "si dixerit, facite bellum, 
invicem faciunt"; while the Vulgate and Mansi versions omit the 
second part (b) , but render the first part (a) accurately. Were we to 
assume that the originals of Vulgate and Mansi read iroiovaip instead 
of evaKovovcnv — as I have remarked that some A codices do — 
it might be possible to explain the omission in these versions as due 
to accidental causes through the similarity of the endings ; the omis- 
sion in Mansi might even be due to deliberate excision because of 
the redundancy of the two clauses, as we have seen; but how to 
explain the omission of (a) by Colb. on any such grounds it is rather 
difficult to see. It is easier to suppose that we have a real example 
of conflation in the Greek, and that the Latin has preserved the origi- 
nal readings. True, the Sangermanensis MS does have an "et obau- 
diunt ei omnibus," which might be taken to represent a corrupt 
rendering of (a); but even so, its testimony in such cases is very 
doubtful because of the fact that it has received recension by the 
aid of the Greek at what appears to have been a relatively late date; 
and further, the reading of Sang, is not close enough to the Greek to 
be at all decisive; the best that can be done is to assume a 7rai'[Te9] 
evuKovovaiv as its prototype. 

What appears to l^e a curious example of selective conflation 

occurs in 8:90(94, 95). The Greek reads ical vvv iarcv eirdvo) 7ra<; 
'lapai^X- ev tout^) lyeveaOa) [ovv] opKco/iocrCa tt/jo? tov Kvpiov .... 

o Ob * * c de 

0)? €Kpi6rj aoi koI oaoi TreiOapxoveri rai voftip K.vpiov avaxrra\^<;^ 
iTTiTeXei. That the text of the above is by no means certain is 
shown by the fact that in place of *** cod. 19 has eX-n-j? iari rq 
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'lcrpar}\ and cods. 108, 121 have iXirh tm 'lapatjX irepX tovtov; while 
in place of the iv Tovrq> immediately following***, cods. 19, 121 have 
elire kuI (cod. 108 has elire, simply). After Kvpiov (d) 19, 108 also 

o oe 

insert an ava<TTdvre<i ehrov irpK "FitrBpav, and this supports a reading 
of Colb., and so indicates that the above variants are doubtless 
authentic ones. Now the Latin versions read: 

* *a 

Vulg., " Et nunc es super omnem Israel. In his ergo sit jusjurandum 
Colb., " Et nunc de (populo) Israel in hoc sit juratio 

o Ob 

a Domino .... sicut tibi decretum est a majoribus 

* *c 

ad Dominum .... Et quotquot consenserunt 

secundum legem Domini* 

o oe 

legi Moysi, exsurgentes dixerunt Esdrae, 

exsurgens, explica. 
surge et prefice. 

First of all it is noticeable that neither the Vulg. nor Colb. version 
follows the present Greek in toto. The first part is translated 
accurately enough by the Vulgate, i.e., through °°'', but the second 
half appears to be a combination of the Greek originals of both Vulg. 
and Colb. Here again the conflation does not bear the marks of 
being deliberate, but is rather the result of a gradual accretion and 
unconscious growth. I have tried to make the comparison of the 
Latin versions largely self-explanatory. 

These conclusions are supported by another passage, 9:34, equiva- 
lent to Ezra 10:34-42. Here the Greek follows the Hebrew quite 
closely, though as usual only L has exactly the Hebrew equivalent. 
The peculiarity of this passage lies in the fact that the Colb. trans- 
lates only the first half of the Greek — the part represented by Ezra 
10 : 34-39— while the Vulgate omits Ezra 10 :38, 39 but has vss. 41, 42. 
Both Colb. and Vulg. omit vs. 40 of the Hebrew; but so does Gk AB, 
and it is only found in Gk L, except that possibly the last name of 
this verse ''10 may be represented by the Vulg. " Oziras " and Gk 
AB Ei^cipa. Again, vs. 42 of the Hebrew contains three names, 
reading in the order "Ci^ n^"ll3Sl DlVfl ; but Gk L, the only witness 
to have all three, has the order 'Ia)<rr)4> ical "LaWovn kuI 'Afiapia^. 
Since Gk AB has only 'I(bo-??^o? and Vulg. only " Josephus," there is 
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a strong suspicion that this was all that was originally in this place. 
Also, in vs. 40, above referred to, neither Gk AB nor the Vulgate has 
any equivalent for the Hebrew ^^nSD"!? — Gk L NaSa/Sou — though a 
little later in the list Gk AB has a redundant 'A^a??Xo9 (Vulg., 
"Dielus"). This latter is, however, most likely a doublet of an 
immediately preceding 'E^piX (Hebr., b5<"'Ty); for 'A^aijXo? has 
no support except the above Vulgate reading, and the Vulgate fails 
to translate the 'EQotX. All this simply goes to show how very 
insecure is the text at this point, and that even the Hebrew seems to 
have suffered from expansion. 

Of some slight confirmation is the reading iv 'la-parjX koL 'lepov- 
(xaXrjn of 1:33(35). Both Colb. and Vulg. read simply "super 
Israel," and this is supported by eV 'laparfK of B, 55, 68, 119, 248 
in their iv 'laparjk koX 'lepovffaXrjii (most A codices have eV 'lovha 
Koi 'lepovffoXrip). N, 108, and 245, however, have simply iv 'lepov- 
(ToKrjp,, and the Hebrew has only Obx^T'Zl. Probably, therefore, 
the longer form is either the result of an easy expansion in the 
Greek, or else is, a pure conflation from a poorly written or abbre- 
viated 'lepovaaXriii. The significance of these alternatives is much 
the same. 



